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8.3  STATEMENT  RECIPIENTS 


8.3.1.  FEDERAL 

J.  Bennett  Johnston,  US  Senator 
Russell  B.  Long,  US  Senator 
W.  Benson  Moore,  US  Congressman 
Glllis  W.  Long,  US  Congressman 

US  Department  of  the  Interior,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Program 
Development  and  Budget,  Office  of  Environmental  Project  Review 

US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Regional  Director,  Atlanta,  Georgia 

US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Area  Manager,  Jackson,  Mississippi 

US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Field  Supervisor,  Lafayette,  Louisiana 

Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Regional  Administrator,  Region  VI 

Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Administrator,  Washington,  DC 

US  Department  of  Commerce,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for 

Environmental  Affairs 

US  Department  of  Commerce,  Rational  Oceanic  end  Atmospheric 

Administration,  Office  of  Ecology  and  Conservation 

US  Department  of  Commerce,  Director,  National  Oceanic  and 

Atomospherlc  Administration,  National  Ocean  Survey 

US  Department  of  Commerce,  Meteorologist  In  Charge,  National  Weather 
Service,  New  Orleans  Area 

US  Department  of  Commerce,  Regional  Director,  National  Marine 

Fisheries  Service 

US  Department  of  Commerce,  Area  Supervisor,  National  Marine 

Fisheries  Service,  Water  Resources  Division 

US  Department  of  Agriculture,  Regional  Forester,  Forest  Service 

* 

US  Department  of  Agriculture,  State  Conservationist,  Soil 
Conservation  Service 
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US  Department  of  Agriculture,  Regional  Forester,  Forest  Service 

US  Department  of  Agriculture,  State  Conservationist,  Soil 
Conservation  Service 

US  Department  of  Transportation,  Division  Engineer,  Federal  Highway 
Administration 

US  Department  of  Transportation,  Commander,  Eighth  Coast  Guard 
District 

US  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Public  Health  Service, 
Centers  for  Disease  Control 

US  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Regional  Director, 
Public  Health  Service,  Region  VI 

US  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Water  Resources 
Activity,  Vector  Biology  and  Control  Division 

Federal  Energy  Administration,  Director,  Environmental  Impact 
Division,  Office  of  Environmental  Programs 

Federal  Power  Commission,  Acting  Advisor  on  Environmental  Quality, 
Washington,  DC 

Federal  Maritime  Commission,  Office  of  Environmental  Analysis 

US  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  Regional 
Administrator,  Region  VI,  Fort  Worth,  Texas 

US  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Area  Office, 
Director,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 


8.3.2.  STATE 

Central  Regional  Clearinghouse,  Alexandria,  Louisiana 

Louisiana  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Resources,  Office  of  Health 
and  Environmental  Quality 

Louisiana  Department  of  Transportation  and  Development,  Office  of 
Public  Works 

Office  of  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Office  of  Governor 
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Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Game  Division,  Chief 

Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Fish  Division,  Chief 

Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Coordinator, 
Environmental  Section 

Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries,  Baton  Rouge  District 
Office  No.  7 

Louisiana  State  Parks  and  Recreation  Commission 

Louisiana  Archaeological  Survey  and  Antiquities  Commission,  State 
Archaeologist 

Louisiana  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Louisiana  Coastal  Commission 

Louisiana  Public  Service  Commission 

Louisiana  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Office  of  Forestry 

Louisiana  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Office  of  Conservation 

Louisiana  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Office  of  Environmental 
Affairs,  Water  Pollution  Control  Division 

Louisiana  Department  of  Commerce  and  Industry 

Louisiana  Department  of  Culture,  Recreation,  and  Tourism,  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer 

Louisiana  Assistant  Attorney  General 

Louisiana  Department  of  Justice,  Environmental  Section 

Louisiana  Joint  Legislative  Committee  on  Environmental  Quality, 
Louisiana  Legislature 

Louisiana  State  Land  Office  Register 

Louisiana  State  Planning  Office 

Louisiana  State  Soil  end  Water  Conservation  Committee 

Louisiana  State  University,  Associate  Director,  Sea  Grant  Program, 
Center  for  Wetland  Resources 

Louisiana  State  University,  Coastal  Studies  Institute 
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Louisiana  Department  of  Culture,  Recreation,  and  Tourism,  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer 

Louisiana  Assistant  Attorney  General 

Louisiana  Department  of  Justice,  Environmental  Section 

Louisiana  Joint  Legislative  Committee  on  Environmental  Quality, 
Louisiana  Legislature 

Louisiana  State  Land  Office  Register 

Louisiana  State  Planning  Office 

Louisiana  State  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Committee 

Louisiana  State  University,  Associate  Director,  Sea  Grant  Program, 
Center  for  Wetland  Resources 

Louisiana  State  University,  Coastal  Studies  Institute 

Louisiana  State  University,  Cooperative  Wildlife  Research  Unit 

Louisiana  State  University,  Curator  of  Anthropology,  Department  of 
Geography  and  Anthropology 

University  of  New  Orleans,  Coordinator,  Environmental  Impact 
Section,  Department  of  Environmental  Affairs 

University  of  New  Orleans,  Department  of  Anthropology  and  Geography 

Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness 

8.3.3.  CITIZENS  GROUPS  (National  and  Local) 

Ecology  Center  of  Louisiana,  Inc. 

Orleans  Audubon  Society,  c/o  Mr.  Barry  Kohl 
National  Audubon  Society,  Library 

National  Audubon  Society,  Southwestern  Regional  Office,  Regional 
Representative 

National  Audubon  Society,  Field  Research  Director 
National  Audubon  Society,  Director  of  Audubon  Sanctuaries 


EIS-39 


SYLLABUS 


\ 

\ 

^The  purpose  and  primary  objective  of  this  study  is  to  review  the 
report  on  the  Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  project,  and  other 
pertinent  reports,  with  a  view  to  determining  whether  incorporating  the 
local  levee  at  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  into  the  Federal  levee 
system  is  advisable. 

Investigations  during  this  study  identified  and  analyzed,  in 
addition  to  the  alternative  of  "no-action,”  both  nonstructural  and 
structural  alternatives  for  providing  increased  flood  protection.  They 
showed  that  feasible  nonstructural  measures  were  already  part  of  the 
without-project  condition  and  that  only  one  of  the  preliminary  structural 
alternatives  (plan  A)  was  economically  justified.  Plan  A  provides  for 
raising  and  strengthening  the  existing  mainline  levee  to  provide 
protection  from  the  Project  Design  Flood.  This  plan  was  carried  into  the 
detailed  study  stage. 


In  the  detailed  study  process,  plan  A  was  reanalyzed  to  determine  if 
its  potential  adverse  environmental  impacts  could  be  further  minimized. 
A  modified  plan,  plan  Al,  was  developed.  This  plan  is  identical  to 
plan  A  except  that  construction  methods  would  be  modified  to  avoid 
valuable  wildlife  habitat  in  locating  new  borrow  pits.  Plan  Al  was 
designated  as  the  least  environmentally  damaging  plan  in  the  detailed 
study  process. 

V. 


Both  plans  A  and  Al  would  provide  approximately  $500,000  average  - g 

annual  excess  benefits  over  costs  while  plan  Al's  environmental  impacts 
would  be  less  than  plan  A.  From  an  overall  standpoint ,  the  minor  1 

in  ■  i 

Increase  in  cost  associated  with  plan  Al  is  small  when  compared  to  the- — . — 

greater  adverse  environmental  Impacts  that  would  accompany  plan  A...  . 

n/ 

Therefore,  plan  Al  is  selected  for  recommendation. 
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CITIZENS  GROUPS  (National  and  Local)  (Continued) 

National  Sierra  Club,  Thibodaux 

Chappepeela  Group  Sierra  Club  (Florida  Pariahea) ,  Hammond 
National  Wildlife  Federation,  Waahlngton,  DC 
National  Wildlife  Federation,  New  Orleans ,  LA 
Loulalana  Wildlife  Federation,  Baton  Rouge,  LA 

Louisiana  Wildlife  Federation,  Water  Control  Projects  Committee, 
Chairman,  New  Iberia,  LA 

Wildlife  Management  Institute,  Washington,  DC 

Wildlife  Management  Institute,  South-Central  Field  Representative 

The  Conservation  Foundation 

Environmental  Defense  Fund 

National  Resources  Defense  Council 

Environmental  Information  Center,  Inc. 

Trout  Unlimited,  San  Antonio,  Texas 
Louisiana  Environmental  Professionals  Association 
South  Louisiana  Environmental  Council,  Houma,  LA 
The  Fund  for  Animals,  Inc.,  Field  Agent 

8. 3. A  OTHERS 

Capital  Region  Planning  Commission 

Florida  Regional  Clearinghouse 

West  Feliciana  Parish  Police  Jury 

New  Orleans  Public  Service,  Inc.,  New  Orleans,  LA 

Mid-South  Utilities,  New  Orleans,  LA 

Steimler  and  Associates,  Metairie,  LA 

T.  Baker  Smith  and  Son,  Inc.,  Sousa,  LA 
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8.4  STATEMENT  COMMENTATORS 


FEDERAL 

Department  of  Agriculture 
Soil  Conservation  Service 
Alexandria,  LA 

Department  of  Commerce 
Director  of  Regulatory  Policy 
Washington,  DC 

Department  of  Commerce 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration 
National  Ocean  Survey 
Rockville,  MD 

Department  of  Stealth  and  Human 
Services 

Public  Health  Service 
Centers  for  Disease  Control 
Atlanta,  GA 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development 

Fort  Worth  Regional  Office 

Department  of  the  Interior 
Office  of  the  Secretary 
Southwest  Region 

Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Highway  Administration 
Baton  Rouge,  LA 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Region  VI 


STATE 

Department  of  Culture,  Recreation 
and  Tourism 

Office  of  Program  Development 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

Department  of  Transportation  and 
Development 

Office  of  Public  Works 

Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries 
New  Orleans,  LA 


Capital-Area  Groundwater  Conservation 
Commission 

Wildlife  Management  Institute 


ORGANIZATIONS 
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8.5  PUBJ  TC  VIEWS  AND  RESPONSES 

8.5.1.  The  views  expressed  to  this  agency  which  had  a  major  influence 
on  the  decision-making  process  were  the  need  for  flood  protection  for  the 
penitentiary  and  the  concern  for  avoiding  environmental  degradation. 
These  views  resulted  in  the  elimination  of  preliminary  plana  and  the 
eventual  development  of  the  detailed  plans  described  in  this  report. 

8.5.2.  The  comments  received  from  all  agencies  and  organisations  to  the 
draft  report  and  EIS  and  the  respective  responses  are  displayed  in 
Appendix  6. 

8.5.3.  The  US  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Center  for 
Disease  Control  expressed  concern,  primarily,  that  existing  or  potential 
mosquito  or  other  vector  populations  and  associated  needs  were  not 
addressed.  A  listing  of  the  most  common  mosquito  vectors  inhibiting  the 
study  area  and  impacts  are  provided  within  the  sections  on  Water  Bodies 
and  Associated  Wetlands  in  the  EIS.  Vector  control  will  be  emphasized  in 
the  advanced  engineering  and  design  report  indicating  the  responsibility 
and  methods  by  which  vector  problems  would  be  minimized. 

8.5.4.  The  US  Department  of  the  Interior  commented  that  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  should  utilize  professionals  in  archeology,  architecture,  and 
history  when  conducting  the  proposed  cultural  resources  survey  and  also 
must  request  determinations  of  eligibility  for  the  National  Register  on 
each  site  and  structure  identified  in  that  survey.  The  proposed  survey 
will  be  conducted  utilizing  professionals  of  all  appropriate  disci¬ 
plines.  The  survey  results  will  be  coordinated  with  the  Louisiana  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer,  whose  opinion  regarding  significance  will 
be  requested.  Formal  requests  for  determinations  of  eligibility  will  be 
guide  for  those  sites  which  meet  National  Register  criteria  (36  CFR  60.4) 
of  significance. 

8.5.5  The  Wildlife  Management  Institute  comments  addressed,  primarily, 
the  increased  costs  of  Plan  A1  over  Plan  A.  They  recommended  that  these 


) 
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funds  be  utilized  to  purchase  a  larger  acreage  of  bottomland  hardwoods 
adjacent  to  one  of  the  existing  Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and 
Fisheries  wildlife  management  areas,  with  these  lands  being  turned  over 
to  that  agency  for  management*  The  increased  costs  of  Plan  A1  over 
Plan  A  result  from  the  expense  of  minimizing  environmental  damage  within 
the  study  area*  The  loss  of  74  acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods  which  would 
occur  with  Plan  A  can  be  avoided*  Plan  A  would  result  in  the  certain 
destruction  of  these  resources  and  would  constitute  a  net  loss  of  this 
habitat.  The  term  net  loss  is  used  because  only  creation  of  an 
additional  74  acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods  would  replace  the  acres  lost, 
in  the  strictest  sense*  Although  we  appreciate  the  position  of  the 
Wildlife  Management  Institute  concerning  public  use,  it  is  the  opinion  of 
this  agency  that  the  bottomland  hardwoods  that  would  be  destroyed  with 
Plan  A  have  an  Inherent  ecological  value  to  the  specific  study  area  which 
could  not  be  compensated  for  by  land  acquisition  elsewhere. 
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SUBJECT:  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  Levee,  Mississippi  River  (12087) 


Commander 

US  Ariqr  Corps  of  Engineers 
Washington,  D.  C.  20314 


Suamary  of  Commission  Action 

The  Commission  finds  that  improvements  for  flood  protection  at  the  Louisiana 
State  Penitentiary  at  Angola  are  needed,  economically  justified  and  socially 
and  environmentally  acceptable.  The  Commission  concurs  in  District 
Commander's  plan  for  raising  and  strengthening  about  12.1  miles  of  existing 
locally  built  mainline  levee  and  incorporating  it  into  the  Federal  levee 
system,  replacing  two  existing  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culverts  with  two  new 
6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culverts  with  sliding  vertical  sluice  gates,  and 
modifying  discharge  pipes  for  existing  120,000  gpm  pumps  to  pass  over  the  new 
levee.  Total  construction  cost  is  estimated  at  $21,100,000  (October  1981 
price  level).  The  benefit-cost  ratio  is  1.3. 

Summary  of  Report  Under  Review 

1.  Authority.  The  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  Levee,  Mississippi  River 
study  was  authorized  by  a  resolution  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
of  the  United  States  Senate  on  5  September  1973.  The  resolution,  requested  by 
Senator  Russell  B.  Long  of  Louisiana,  is  quoted  as  follows: 

"RESOLVED  BY  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES  SENATE,  That  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army, 
is  hereby  requested  to  review  the  report  on  the  Mississippi  River 
and  Tributaries  Project,  published  as  House  Document  308  of  the 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  and  other  pertinent  reports,  with  a  view 
to  determining  whether  incorporating  the  local  levee  at  the 
Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  into  the  Federal  levee  system  is 
advisable." 


2.  District  Commander's  Report.  The  final  Feasibility  Report  of  the  District 
Commander,  U.  S.  Army  Engineer  District,  New  Orleans,  which  presents  the 
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results  of  studies  of  flood  control  problems  at  the  Louisiana  State 
Penitentiary  at  Angola,  is  Inclosed  (Incl  1). 

3.  Description  of  Study  Area.  The  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  Levee  study 
area  is  located  on  the  left  descending  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River  between 
river  miles  294  and  310  above  Head  of  Passes,  in  West  Feliciana  Parish  about 
50  miles  northwest  of  Baton  Rouge.  The  State  Penitentiary  comprises 
19,428  acres  of  which  approximately  16,240  acres  are  subject  to  potential 
Mississippi  River  overflow,  the  remainder  being  in  the  Tunica  Hills  above  the 
Alluvial  Plain.  A  locally  constructed  levee  system  provides  partial 
protection  to  about  12,140  acres.  The  mainline  levee  provides  about  30-year 
protection  to  9,866  acres.  The  Monkey  Island  and  Charity  Lake  levees  provide 
a  lesser  degree  of  protection  to  858  acres  and  1,416  acres,  respectively. 

4.  Economic  Development.  Within  the  mainline  levee,  about  4,850  acres  are 
used  for  pastureland  and  4,390  acres  are  used  for  cropland,  with  a  net  annual 
return  of  about  $859,000  (1980  price  levels).  The  area  within  the  Monkey 
Island  and  Charity  Lake  levees  is  used  for  cropland  and  pastureland  with  net 
annual  returns  of  $60,000  and  $7,000,  respectively.  As  of  1976,  the 
penitentiary  buildings  included  15  dormitories,  mess  hall,  workshops,  a 
hospital,  and  other  support  activities  with  a  value  of  $46,757,000  (1980  price 
levels)  with  additional  facilities  completed  between  1976  and  1980  with  a 
value  of  $88,680,000.  On-going  work  raises  the  total  value  of  improvements  at 
the  penitentiary  to  $141,677,000. 

5.  Existing  Improvements. 

a.  Corps  of  Engineers.  There  are  no  existing  Federal  flood  control 
Improvements  at  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  but  several  nearby  features 
of  the  MR&T  project  affect  the  penitentiary  and  help  reduce  flood  stages  in 
the  Mississippi  River  adjacent  to  the  penitentiary.  The  Old  River  low  sill 
and  overbank  structures,  about  5  miles  upstream,  are  designed  to  divert 
combined  flood  flows  of  up  to  approximately  630,000  cfs.  The  Morganza  Control 
Structure,  about  14  miles  downstream,  la  capable  of  diverting  about 

600,000  cfs.  These  structures  direct  a  substantial  part  of  Mississippi  River 
flood  flows  into  the  Atchafalaya  Basin  thereby  reducing  flood  flows  and  stages 
on  the  river.  The  Old  River  Navigation  Lock,  located  opposite  the 
penitentiary  at  river  mile  303,  provides  continued  navigation  between  the 
Atchafalaya,  Ouachita,  Black  and  Red  Rivers  and  the  Mississippi  River. 

b.  Non-Federal.  The  Department  of  Corrections  of  the  Louisiana 
Department  of  Health  and  Human  Resources  owns  the  present  levee  system 
surrounding  the  penitentiary.  The  levee  system  was  built  primarily  by  inmate 
labor  and  not  to  grade  or  section  specifications  required  for  the  Federal 
levee  system.  The  local  levee  system  consists  of  three  levees:  the  main  line 
levee  which  is  12.1  miles  long  and  provides  approximately  30-year  protection 
to  9,866  acres;  the  Monkey  Island  levee,  2.9  miles  long,  provides 
approximately  3-year  protection  to  858  acres;  and  the  Charity  Lake  levee, 

4.7  miles  long,  which  provides  approximately  6-year  protection  to 

1,416  acres.  A  two  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culvert  gravity  drainage  structure 

and  three  electrical  pumps  with  a  total  pumping  capacity  of  120,000  gallons 
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per  minute  are  included  for  interior  drainage.  Water  is  pumped  over  the  levee 
through  two  36-inch  diameter  cast  iron  pipes. 

6.  Problems  and  Needs.  The  existing  levee  is  deficient  in  both  grade  and 
cross-section.  These  deficiencies  make  failure  a  possibility  during  high- 
water  season.  It  is  estimated  that  a  30-year  flood  would  be  sufficient  to 
cause  failure.  In  the  event  of  failure  or  the  threat  of  failure,  evacuation 
of  the  inmate  population  would  be  necessary.  A  stage  of  60  feet  NGVD  (about 
20-year  flood)  necessitates  significant  flood-fight  efforts  and  with  a 
forecast  of  a  continued  rising  crest  could  result  in  an  emergency 
evacuation.  Finding  an  alternative  location  for  housing  and  confining  the 
prisoners  would  pose  a  formidable  problem.  The  area  also  has  seepage  and 
interior  drainage  problems  which  can  be  detrimental  to  the  crops  inside  the 
levee  system  during  high  water. 

7.  Improvements  Desired.  Local  interests  have  asked  that  the  local  levee  be 
incorporated  in  the  Federal  levee  system,  the  maximum  Justifiable  land  area  be 
protected,  adequate  interior  drainage  facilities  be  provided,  and  an  access 
road  between  the  ferry  landing  and  the  penitentiary  be  constructed. 

8.  Alternatives  Considered.  Structural  alternatives  considered  included 
levees  and  flood’valls  along  existing  levee  alignments  and  along  the 
Mississippi  River's  east  bank  to  encompass  the  entire  study  area;  construction 
of  ring  levees  to  increase  protection  of  existing  facilities;  elevating  or 
restricting  future  development  to  higher  ground;  and  increasing  pumping 
capacity  to  provide  drainage  relief.  Non-structural  alternatives  considered 
included  relocation  of  facilities  subject  to  flood  damage, flood  proofing, 
flood-forecasting  and  evacuation  plans,  flood-fighting,  and  land-use 
measures . 

9.  Recommended  Plan.  The  recommended  plan  consists  of  raising  and 
strengthening  the  mainline  levee  to  a  maximum  elevation  of  71.5  feet  NGVD  with 
seepage  berms  where  necessary.  The  levee  would  have  a  10-foot  crown  with  side 
slopes  of  1  vertical  on  5.5  horizontal  on  the  land  side  and  1  vertical  on 

4  horizontal  on  the  riverside.  This  would  provide  protection  from  the  Project 
Design  Flood  with  4  feet  of  freeboard.  The  existing  gravity  drainage  culverts 
would  be  replaced  by  two  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culverts  with  sliding  vertical 
sluice  gates.  The  pump  discharge  pipes  would  be  modified  to  pass  over  the 
levee.  No  change  in  the  pumps  is  contemplated.  Any  future  modification  of 
the  pumps  or  pumping  capacity  would  be  a  responsibility  of  local  interests. 

10.  Economic  Evaluation.  Based  on  October  1981  price  levels,  the  District 
Commander  estimates  the  first  cost  of  the  recommended  project  to  be 
$21,100,000  of  which,  under  conventional  cost  sharing  for  the  MR&T  Project, 
$19,941,000  would  be  Federal  and  $1,159,000  would  be  non-Federal.  The  annual 
charges,  based  on  an  interest  rate  of  7-5/8  percent  and  a  100-year  period  for 
economic  analysis,  are  estimated  at  $1,814,000  including  operation  and 
maintenance  coats  of  $15,000  annually.  Average  annual  benefits  from  flood 
damage  prevention  are  estimated  at  $2,298,000,  and  the  benefit-cost  ratio 

is  1.3. 
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11.  Project  Effects.  The  recommended  plan  would  have  both  beneficial  and 
adverse  impacts.  Flood  protection  to  agriculture  and  improvements  would  be 
Increased  reducing  the  likelihood  of  inmate  evacuation  and  subsistence  and 
hence  the  tremendous  economic  and  social  upheaval  associated  with 
evacuation.  Approximately  5  acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods,  1  acre  of 
waterbodies  and  associated  wetland  and  345  acres  of  open  land  would  be 
affected  by  levee  construction  and  borrow  pit  excavation  and  about  345  acres 
of  aquatic  habitat  would  be  created.  The  plan  would  have  beneficial  Impacts 
to  endangered  species  within  the  study  area  by  creating  open,  deep-water  areas 
providing  suitable  breeding  habitat  for  the  American  alligator. 

12.  Recommendations  of  the  Reporting  Officer.  The  District  Commander 
recommends  incorporation  of  the  mainline  levee  into  the  Federal  levee  system 
in  accordance  with  the  plan  described  in  his  report,  subject  to  cost-sharing 
and  financing  arrangements  which  are  satisfactory  to  the  President  and 
Congress . 

13.  Response  to  Public  Notice.  The  Mew  Orleans  District  Commander  issued  a 
public  notice  on  28  January  1982  stating  his  findings  and  recommendations  and 
inviting  public  comment  to  the  Mississippi  River  Commission.  There  were  no 
responses. 


Review  of  the  Mississippi  River  Commission 

14.  General.  The  scope  of  the  Commission's  review  encompassed  the  overall 
technical,  economic  and  environmental  aspects  of  the  recommended  plan.  The 
report's  conformance  to  the  14  December  1979  Water  Resources  Council's 
Principles  and  Standards  was  considered  as  well  as  the  views  of  State  and 
Federal  agencies  and  local  Interests. 

15.  Findings  and  Conclusions.  The  Mississippi  River  Commission  concurs  in 
general  with  the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  District  Commander.  The 
recommended  plan  is  engineeringly  and  environmentally  acceptable  and 
economically  justified.  Total  project  first  costs  are  estimated  at 
$21,100,000  based  on  October  1981  price  levels.  Average  annual  charges,  based 
on  the  current  Interest  rate  of  7-5/8  percent  and  a  100-year  period  for 
economic  analysis,  are  estimated  at  $1,814,000.  Average  annual  benefits  are 
estimated  at  $2,298,000,  and  the  benefit-cost  ratio  is  1.3.  Under  traditional 
cost-sharing  required  by  the  1928  Flood  Control  Act,  non-Federal  project 
responsibilities  include:  perform  normal  maintenance,  accept  any  lands  turned 
over  to  them,  and  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  rights-of-way 
for  levee  foundations  and  levees.  The  present  administration  is  reviewing 
cost-sharing  policy,  but  specific  percentages  regarding  cost-sharing  and 
financing  have  not  been  determined.  The  District  Commander  recommends 
construction  subject  to  cost-sharing  and  financing  arrangements,  which  are 
satisfactory  to  the  President  and  the  Congress.  The  Commission  notes  that 
implementation  of  the  recommended  plan  could  affect  the  Project  Design  Flood 
flowline  by  up  to  spproxlmately  0.2  feet.  This  is  not  considered  a 
significant  Impact  that  would  necessitate  an  increase  in  levee  grades  opposite 
the  recommended  project.  This  matter  will  be  investigated  further  during 
post-authorisation  detailed  planning.  The  Commission  also  notes  that  the 
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difference  between  the  NED  and  LED  (recommended)  plans  is  limited  to  the 
location  of  borrow  areas  for  levee  construction  and  is  conceptual  in  nature. 
The  precise  location  of  borrow  areas  is  more  appropriate  for  determination 
during  post-authorization  detailed  planning.  The  Commission  believes  that  no 
Federal  funds  should  be  expended  for  the  preservation  of  environmental  value 
unless  the  state  provides  assurances  that  these  lands  will  be  protected  for 
that  purpose.  The  Commission  believes  that  the  plan  recommended  by  the 
District  Commander  will  provide  suitable  flood  protection  to  the  Louisiana 
State  Penitentiary  and  eliminate  adverse  social  effects  associated  with 
prisoner  evacuation  and  relocation.  The  Commission  also  believes  that  the 
recommended  project  is  a  proper  added  increment  to  the  Mississippi  River  and 
Tributaries  Project  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  IS  May  1928, 
as  amended. 


16.  Recommendations .  The  Mississippi  River  Commission  recommends  that  the 
existing  project,  Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries,  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  approved  15  May  1928,  as  amended,  be  further  modified  to  provide 
for  flood  control  Improvements  at  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary, 

Mississippi  River,  generally  in  accordance  with  the  plans  of  the  reporting 
officer,  with  such  modifications  as  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  may  be  advisable,  avbject  to  cost-sharing  and  financing  arrangements 
with  the  responsible  non-Federal  agencies  sponsoring  the  project  which  ere 
satisfactory  to  the  President  and  the  Congress. 


1  Incl 
NOD  Rpt 


Brigadier  General,  USA 

Member 


President,  Mississippi  River  Commission 


Major  General,  USA 
Member 
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DEPARTMENT  OP  THE  ARMY 

NEW  ORLEANS  DISTRICT.  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
P.  O.  SOX  60X17 

NSW  ORLEANS.  LOUISIANA  70160 

LOUISIANA  STATE  PENITENTIARY  LEVEE, 
MISSISSIPPI  RIVER 

FEASIBILITY  REPORT  AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

The  study  area,  as  shown  on  plate  1,  is  located  In  southeastern 
Louisiana.  It  consists  of  the  Louisiana  State  penal  farm  at  Angola  which 
occupies  19,428  acres  on  the  left  descending  bank  of  the  Mississippi 
River  in  West  Feliciana  Parish  about  50  miles  northwest  of  Baton  Rouge, 
between  Mississippi  River  miles  294  and  310  above  Head  of  Passes  (AHP). 

The  adjacent  16-mile  reach  of  the  Mississippi  River  is  also  considered  a 
part  of  the  study  area.  The  prison  compound  is  encircled  by 
approximately  12.1  miles  of  locally  built  mainline  levee  which  abuts  the 
Tunica  Hills  on  the  east.  The  levee  provides  the  major  existing  flood 
protection  for  about  9,866  acres  of  the  Angola  State  penal  facilities. 
Monkey  Island  levee,  which  abuts  the  mainline  levee  and  is  approximately 
2.9  miles  long,  is  located  on  the  northwestern  corner  of  the  study  area 
and  provides  secondary  protection  to  about  858  acres  of  farmlands. 
Charity  Lake  levee,  which  also  abuts  the  mainline  levee  and  is  approxi¬ 
mately  4.7  miles  long,  is  located  on  the  southwestern  portion  of  the 
study  area  and  provides  secondary  protection  to  about  1,416  acres  of 
pasturelands.  In  addition,  4,101  unprotected  acres  are  located  outside 
of  the  levee  system  and  the  remaining  3,187  acres  lie  in  the  Tunica  Hills 
above  the  flood-prone  area. 


The  present  Angola  levee  system,  which  is  substandard  with  regards 
to  Federal  specifications,  is  one  of  the  few  mainline  systems  in  the 
Lower  Mississippi  Valley  which  is  not  under  Federal  control  and 
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STUDY  PARTICIPATION,  COORDINATION, 
AND  PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 

The  study  was  initiated  with  a  public  meeting  held  in  Baton  Rouge, 
Louisiana,  on  22  April  1976,  to  obtain  the  views  of  local  interests 
relative  to  their  problems  and  needs  and  to  allow  governmental  agencies 
to  indicate  their  interest  in  the  study.  At  this  meeting,  participants 
requested  Federal  participation  in  the  construction  of  an  improved  levee 
system  to  protect  the  penitentiary.  A  detailed  plan  of  study  was 
prepared  in  May  19  77  and  coordinated  with  interested  Federal  and  state 
agencies.  An  Information  brochure  was  distributed  in  July  1980  to  inform 
the  public  of  the  results  of  stage  2  studies  and  to  request  comments 
concerning  any  aspect  of  the  proposed  plans  or  their  potential 
environmental  impacts.  The  final  public  meeting  was  held  on  25  September 
1981  in  Baton  Rouge,  Louisiana,  to  obtain  comments  from  the  public  on  the 
tentatively  selected  plan. 

THE  REPORT  AND  STUDY  PROCESS 

This  report  which  Includes  the  final  environmental  impact  statement 
is  organized  into  a  main  report  and  six  appendixes.  The  main  report 
provides  brief  nontechnical  discussions  of  the  problem  identification, 
plan  formulation,  impact  assessment,  and  evaluation  tasks  performed  for 
the  study.  Appendix  A  provides  problem  identification.  Appendix  B 
consists  of  formulation  of  plans  and  the  assessment  and  evaluation  of 
detailed  plans.  Appendix  C  provides  engineering  investigations,  design 
and  cost  estimates.  Appendix  D  provides  environmental  data  while 
appendix  E  contains  economic  data.  Public  views  and  responses  to  the 
draft  report  and  draft  environmental  Impact  statement  are  in  appendix  F. 

The  planning  process  used  in  conducting  this  study  is  defined  as  a 
three-stage  effort:  reconnaissance  (stage  1),  development  of  inter¬ 

mediate  plans  (stage  2),  and  development  of  detailed  plans  (stage  3). 
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PRIOR  STUDIES 


A  draft  detailed  project  report,  entitled  "Angola  Levee,  Louisiana," 
was  submitted  3  May  1965  under  authority  of  Section  205  of  the  1948  Flood 
Control  Act,  as  amended.  The  report  concerned  the  proposed  construction 
of  a  levee  and  drainage  structure  around  the  lands  immediately  adjacent 
to  Sugar  Lake,  south  of  the  penal  farm  proper.  The  proposed  grade  would 
have  provided  a  2-foot  freeboard  above  the  10-year  flood.  Although  that 
report  was  favorable,  preparation  of  the  final  detailed  project  report 
was  terminated  because  local  interests  were  unwilling  to  provide  the 
required  local  cooperation  at  that  time.  Due  to  the  limited  scope  of  the 
study  covered  in  the  report,  it  was  of  minimal  use  to  the  present 
planning  effort. 


PROBLEM  IDENTIFICATION 


An  understanding  of  existing  resources  and  expected  development 
trends  in  the  absence  of  Federal  action  is  essential  to  identify  the 
study  area's  problems,  needs,  and  opportunities.  Comparing  national 
objectives  to  the  problems,  needs,  and  opportunities  allows  setting  of 
planning  objectives  and  identification  of  planning  constraints.  Once 
such  a  framework  is  established,  formulation  of  alternative  plans  can 
proceed  in  a  reasonable,  orderly  fashion.  The  following  paragraphs 
discuss  the  present  and  future  flooding  conditions  of  the  Louisiana  State 
Penitentiary  from  the  national  viewpoint. 


NATIONAL  OBJECTIVES 


During  the  past  century  the  national  emphasis  on  economic  growth 
provided  the  primary  basis  for  development  of  water  and  related  land 
resources.  The  concept  of  multiple  objectives  to  guide  Federal  programs 
has  long  been  advocated.  The  nation  is  concerned  that  all  regions  share 
in  the  national  wealth;  that  individuals  have  an  opportunity  to  enjoy  the 
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natural  environment;  that  the  quality  of  the  environment  be  protected  and 
enhanced  as  the  nation  grows;  and  that  the  social  consequences  of 
contemplated  water  resource  development  actions  be  considered  and  taken 
into  account  during  the  planning  process.  Recent  public  debate  and 
actions  by  the  Congress  and  the  Water  Resources  Council  have  enlarged  the 
attention  given  noneconomic  factors  in  preserving  and  developing  national 
resources.  Taken  together,  the  policies  established  by  these  actions 
define  the  national  objectives  for  water  resource  planning:  national 
economic  development,  environmental  quality,  social  well-being,  and 
regional  development. 

The  basis  for  this  policy  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969;  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Coordination  Act,  Public  Law  91-190;  Section  122  of  Public  Law  91-611  and 
Section  103  of  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act,  Executive  Order  11990, 
Protection  of  Wetlands;  Public  Law  89-80,  which  provides  for 
establishment  of  the  Principles  and  Standards  for  Planning  Water  and 
Related  Land  Resources,  published  10  September  1973,  subsequently 
amended;  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  multi-objective  planning  regulations. 


EXISTING  CONDITIONS 


A  broad  description  of  the  existing  conditions,  made  as  a  part  of 
the  problem  identification  task,  is  presented  in  the  following 
paragraphs.  (See  plate  1  for  map  of  area.) 

ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 

The  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  at  Angola  comprises  19,428  acres  of 
which  approximately  16,240  acres  could  be  impacted  by  project  work 
depending  on  the  chosen  course  of  action.  The  Tunica  Hills,  on  the 
eastern  portion  of  the  property,  will  not  be  materially  affected  because 
of  their  elevation  above  the  flood-prone  area.  The  study  area  lies  in 
the  Mississippi  Alluvial  Plain,  and  is  protected  from  Mississippi  River 
floods  by  the  existing  non-Federal  levees.  The  majority  of  the  land  is 
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agricultural  with  ground  surface  elevations  ranging  from  40  to  55  feet 
National  Geodetic  Vertical  Datum  (NGVD) . 1 

The  prison  compound  is  encircled  by  approximately  12.1  miles  of 
mainline  levee  which  abuts  the  Tunica  Hills  on  the  east.  This  non- 
Federal  levee  was  originally  built  to  a  net  elevation  of  63  feet,  and 
provides  the  only  significant  flood  protection  for  the  15.3  square  miles 
of  penal  farm  facilities.  Interior  drainage  is  collected  in  Lake 
Killarney  and  along  drainage  channels  and  is  discharged  into  Sugar  Lake 
through  a  double  barrel  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culvert  equipped  with  flap 
gates  or  by  an  adjacent  pumping  station  located  in  the  southern  part  of 
the  levee. 

Two  secondary  levees,  also  built  by  non-Federal  Interests,  are  found 
in  the  study  area.  Monkey  Island  levee,  with  a  net  grade  of  51  feet, 
provides  minor  protection  to  858  acres  of  lands  used  for  the  cultivation 
of  soybeans  and  corn.  This  levee  is  located  on  the  northwestern  part  of 
the  study  area  between  the  penal  farm  and  the  river.  Prior  to  river 
stages  reaching  36  feet,  the  inclosed  area  is  drained  by  removing  a 
section  of  the  levee  at  the  lower  end;  thereafter,  the  area  is  drained  by 
portable  pumps.  Charity  Lake  levee  has  a  net  grade  of  55  feet  and 
provides  minor  protection  to  about  1,416  acres  of  pasturelands  located  on 
the  southwest  end  of  the  farm.  Rainfall  runoff  is  drained  by  a  72-inch 
gated  drainage  pipe  which  is  closed  when  river  stages  reach  36  feet; 
thereafter,  the  area  cannot  be  drained  until  river  stages  recede  below 
the  elevation  of  water  ponded  in  the  interior. 


CLIMATE 

The  project  is  located  in  a  humid  subtropical  latitude,  but  is 
subject  to  significant  polar  influences  during  winter,  as  masses  of  cold 


^All  elevations  and  stages  in  this  report  are  in  feet  National  Geodetic 
Vertical  Datum  (previously  mean  sea  level)  unless  otherwise  noted. 
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The  Louisiana  State  penal  farm  and  the  town  of  Angola  are  cultural 
islands  for  all  practical  purposes.  The  town  exists  solely  as  a 
residence  for  the  facility  employees  and  their  families. 


RECREATION 

Public  accessibility  to  the  study  area  is  restricted  to  the  use  of 
Lake  Rillarney  only  and  only  on  a  very  limited  basis  due  to  the  nature  of 
the  facility.  Additional  recreation  is  afforded  by  the  occasional 
fishing  in  Sugar  Lake  and  other  surrounding  lakes,  bayou  and  borrow  pits 
by  the  penitentiary  employees  and  their  dependents. 

GEOLOGICAL  CONDITIONS 

The  study  area  is  located  on  the  eastern  edge  of  the  lower 
Mississippi  Alluvial  Plain  and  is  bounded  on  the  north,  west,  and  south 
by  the  Mississippi  River.  On  the  east  side,  the  study  area  is  bounded  by 
the  Tunica  Hills  which  consist  of  Tertiary  sediments  capped  by  Quaternary 
aged  upland  deposits.  The  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  lies  on  150  to 
200  feet  of  Holocene  alluvial  deposits.  The  area  is  of  low  relief  with 
ridges  and  swales  typical  of  point  bar  topography.  Several  small  lakes 
or  ponds  exist  in  the  swales  in  addition  to  the  large  oxbow,  Lake 
Rillarney.  Elevations  range  from  25  feet  along  the  river  to  50  feet 
along  the  natural  levees  and  63  feet  along  the  manmade  levees. 

DEVELOPMENT  AND  ECONOMY 

Approximately  16,240  acres  of  the  19,428  acres  in  the  study  area  are 
subject  to  potential  Mississippi  River  overflow.  Of  the  area  subject  to 
overflow,  about  4,100  acres  located  adjacent  to  the  Mississippi  River  are 
unprotected  and  largely  undeveloped.  The  remaining  12,140  acres  are 
partially  protected  by  a  locally  constructed  and  maintained  levee  system. 

The  mainline  levee,  which  ties  into  the  hills  on  the  east,  was  built 
to  an  elevation  that  should  provide  100-year  protection  to  the  9,866 
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acres  it  incloses.  However,  it  wes  not  built  to  Federal  standards  and 
would  require  extensive  flood-fight  efforts  to  contain  a  100-year 
flood.  At  present  it  provides  approximately  30-year  protection.  Within 
the  mainline  levee,  about  4,850  acres  are  used  for  pastureland  and  4,390 
acres  are  used  for  croplands.  The  net  annual  return  on  these. lands  is 
$859,000  (1980  price  levels).  Approximately  1,000  acres  of  pasturelands 
and  500  acres  of  croplands  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  prison  compound 
are  subject  to  seepage  and  drainage  problems  during  the  yearly  spring 
high  water  stages  of  the  river. 

As  of  1976,  the  penitentiary  buildings  included  15  dormitories,  a 
mess  hall,  workshops,  a  hospital,  stores,  schools  and  administration 
buildings.  There  are  also  a  number  of  storage  buildings  and  support 
facilities  such  as  the  laundries  and  power  plants  (see  plate  2). 

The  estimated  value  of  existing  improvements  subject  to  potential 
flood  damages  within  the  mainline  levee  is  $135.4  million;  ongoing 
construction  is  expected  to  increase  the  value  of  such  Improvements  to 
$141.7  million.  It  is  projected  that  the  present  inmate  population  of 
4,200  will  reach  4,500  in  the  near  future  and  remain  stable  at  that  level 
thereafter.  The  current  employee  complement  at  the  Angola  complex  is 
around  1,700.  Of  these,  approximately  600  live  within  the  compound, 
while  the  balance  commute  from  outlying  communities.  In  addition,  there 
are  over  300  employee  dependents  living  within  the  prison  compound. 

The  Monkey  Island  and  Charity  Lake  areas  are  Inclosed  by  secondary 
levees  which  tie  into  the  mainline  levee.  The  2.9-mlle  long  Monkey 
Island  levee  provides  about  3-year  protection  to  the  858  acres  of 
cropland  it  incloses.  The  4.7-mlle  long  Charity  Lake  levee  provides 
about  6-year  protection  to  the  1,416  acres  of  pasturelands  it  Incloses. 
These  two  areas  have  net  annual  returns  of  $60,000  and  $7,000, 
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respectively.  It  is  expected  that  the  current  land-use  pattern  within 
the  study  area  will  remain  stable  within  the  foreseeable  future. 


Transportation  routes  into  the  study  area  Include  a  ferry  crossing 
on  the  Mississippi  River  near  mile  300.5  AHP,  Louisiana  Highway  66 
southeast  from  Tunica,  and  an  unnumbered  rural  road  from  the  northeast 
that  connects  with  Highway  66. 

STATUS  OF  EXISTING  PLANS  AND 
IMPROVEMENTS 

FEDERAL 


Congress  approved  a  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  in  the 
Mississippi  River  Valley  by  passage  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1928. 
Part  of  this  flood  control  act  provided  for  construction  of  an  extensive 
levee  system.  On  the  west  bank,  the  Mississippi  River  levee  system 
extends  from  Allenville,  Missouri,  on  the  Little  River  diversion  channel, 
generally  southward  to  the  vicinity  of  Venice,  Louisiana.  On  the  east 
bank,  the  levee  system  extends  from  Hickman,  Kentucky,  to  Bohemia, 
Louisiana,  except  where  Interrupted  by  hills  and  tributary  streams. 

The  design  flowline  applicable  to  the  area  of  study  is  that 
presented  in  the  "Refined  1973  MR&T  Project  Flood  Flowline”  (New  Orleans 
District),  June  1978. 

The  Old  River  low  sill  and  overbank  structures  are  located  on  the 
west  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River  at  approximately  mile  315  AHP.  The 
Old  River  low  sill  structure  is  a  gated  control  structure  consisting  of 
11  bays  (44  feet/bay)  with  a  weir  elevation  of  10  feet  in  the  four  outer 
bays  on  each  side  and  minus  5  feet  in  the  three  center  bsys.  The 
structure  is  operated  to  distribute  flows  between  the  Mississippi  and 
Atchafalaya  Rivers  at  all  stages.  The  overbank  structure  is  a  flood 
control  structure  consisting  of  73  bays  (44  feet/bay),  with  a  weir 
elevation  of  52  feet.  The  Old  River  low  sill  and  overbank  structures  are 
designed  to  handle  combined  floodflows  of  approximately  630,000  cubic 
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feet  per  second  (cfs).  Both  of  these  structures  were  completed  in  1959 
and  were  placed  in  operation  in  1963. 

The  Corps  plans  to  build  an  auxiliary  structure  just  south  of  Old 
River  Control  Structure  on  the  west  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River.  The 
auxiliary  structure  will  have  a  gross  width  of  442  feet  between  faces  of 
abutment  training  walls  and  will  consist  of  six  gated  bays,  each  having  a 
62-foot  clear  opening  between  piers.  The  bays  will  have  a  weir  crest 
elevation  of  minus  5  feet.  A  highway  bridge  will  be  built  over  the  top 
of  the  structure  to  accomodate  Louisiana  Highway  15.  The  auxiliary 
structure  is  being  proposed  as  an  Integral  and  essential  element  of  the 
rehabilitation  program  for  the  Old  River  Control  Structure. 

The  Old  River  Navigation  lock,  located  at  approximate  river  mile  303 
AHP,  provides  for  continued  navigation  between  the  Atchafalaya,  Ouachita- 
Black,  and  Red  Rivers,  and  the  Mississippi  River  through  Old  River.  It 
has  a  width  of  75  feet,  a  usable  length  of  1,190  feet  and  a  sill  depth  of 
minus  11.0  feet.  Construction  of  the  lock  was  initiated  in  19  58  and 
completed  in  1962.  The  approach  channels  were  completed  and  the  lock  was 
placed  in  operation  in  1963.  A  roadway  on  the  levee  crosses  the  lock  via 
a  lift  bridge  which  was  completed  in  1965.  Average  traffic  through  the 
lock,  1971-1975,  was  4,767,9  56  tons. 

The  Morganza  Control  Structure  is  also  located  on  the  west  bank  at 
about  mile  28Q  AHP.  It  is  a  flood  control  structure  comprising  125  bays 
(28  feet  3  Inches/bay)  with  a  weir  elevation  of  37.5  feet.  Under  design 
conditions,  this  structure  Is  capable  of  diverting  600,000  cfs  of 
Mississippi  River  floodwsters  into  the  lower  Atchafalaya  Basin  via  the 
Morganza  Floodway.  The  structure  was  completed  in  1950. 


NON-FEDERAL 

The  present  levee  system  surrounding  the  Louisiana  State 
Penitentiary  on  the  east  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River  is  a  state  project 
owned  by  the  Department  of  Corrections  of  the  Louisiana  Department  of 


Health  and  Human  Resources  and  la  not  part  of  the  Federal  levee  system. 
The  levee  system  was  built  primarily  by  inmate  labor  and  does  not  meet 
minimum  Federal  standards.  The  levees  are  in  poor  condition.  They  were 
not  built  to  grade  or  section  specifications  required  for  the  Federal 
levee  system;  hence,  they  do  not  provide  the  degree  of  protection 
afforded  adjacent  lands  by  the  Federal  levee  system. 


PROBLEMS,  NEEDS,  AND  OPPORTUNITIES 

The  existing  levee  is  deficient  in  both  grade  and  cross-section. 
These  inadequacies  make  failure  a  possibility  during  the  high  water 
season.  It  is  predicted  that  a  30-year  storm  would  be  sufficient  to 
cause  failure.  In  the  event  of  failure  or  the  threat  of  failure, 
evacuation  of  the  inmate  population  would  be  necessary.  Finding  an 
alternate  location  for  the  prisoners  would  pose  a  formidable  problem. 
The  area  also  has  seepage  and  interior  drainage  problems  which  can  be 
detrimental  to  the  crops  inside  the  levee  system  during  high  water. 

At  the  initial  public  meeting,  it  was  requested  that  the  Angola 
levee  be  incorporated  into  the  Federal  levee  system,  the  maximum 
justifiable  land  area  be  protected,  adequate  interior  drainage  facilities 
be  provided,  and  an  access  road  between  the  ferry  landing  and  the 
penitentiary  be  constructed. 

Two  items  were  raised  at  the  final  public  meeting.  TVo  men  who 
reside  outside  of  the  northeast  corner  of  the  penitentiary  j.^ounds 
expressed  concern  over  the  effect  a  higher  levee  would  have  on  local 
drainage  in  their  area.  The  warden  repeated  his  request  for  an  access 
road  on  the  levee. 

The  need  to  provide  an  adequate  level  of  flood  protection  for  the 
Angola  area,  while  minimizing  adverse  environmental  Impacts,  was  the 
major  problem  addressed  In  this  study.  The  adverse  social  impacts 
associated  with  the  relocation  of  the  inmate  population  in  the  event  of  a 
levee  failure  is  a  problem  Inherent  In  meeting  the  basic  objective  of  the 
authorizing  resolutions . 
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The  question  raised  at  the  public  meeting  on  local  drainage  will  be 
addressed  in  the  Advanced  Engineering  and  Design  (AE&D)  Phase  of  the 
study.  An  access  road  is  unrelated  to  flood  control  or  the  authorizing 
resolution  and  the  expenditure  of  funds  for  such  construction  is  not  a 
Corps  of  Engineers  water  resources  planning  function.  Therefore,  this 
request  could  not  be  addressed  in  the  study.  However,  the  Inclusion  of 
such  a  road  in  the  design  at  non-Federal  expense  will  be  considered  in 
AE&D. 

PLANNING  CONSTRAINTS 

The  general  planning  constraints  of  this  project  are  derived  from 
existing  Federal  flood  protection  regulations.  Investigations  are 
limited  by  the  extent  of  both  local  and  Federal  interest  in  providing 
flood  protection  for  the  study  area. 

In  the  development  of  alternative  plans,  technical,  economic,  and 
environmental  constraints  were  considered.  Technically,  the  selected 
plan  must  be  compatible  with  existing  land  use  plans  and  the  MR&T  flood 
control  project.  Any  selected  plan  would  have  to  be  economically 
justified.  During  plan  evaluation,  possible  adverse  environmental 
Impacts  were  considered  as  well  as  measures  to  preserve  or  improve  the 
environmental  quality  of  the  study  area. 


PLANNING  OBJECTIVES 

The  goals  of  the  planning  effort  were  to  reduce  flood  damages  at  the 
Louisiana  State  Penitentiary,  to  reduce  the  associated  adverse  social 
impacts  in  the  state,  to  preserve  the  remaining  bottomland  hardwoods  in 
the  study  area,  and  to  create  or  enhance  existing  wildlife  habitat. 

CONDITIONS  IF  NO  FEDERAL  ACTION 
IS  TAKEN 

In  response  to  Federal  court  orders  in  1974,  the  state  was  required 
to  reduce  its  prison  population  and  improve  the  facilities  at  Angola. 
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The  prison  population  was  reduced  between  1974  and  1977.  During  that 
time,  the  state  planned  extensive  improvements  to  the  existing  facilities 
and  also  began  construction  of  new  facilities  which  will  allow  for  an 
increase  in  population  to  4,500.  Hence,  the  potential  loss  of  human  life 
and  damages  from  flooding  is  greatly  increased.  Future  flooding,  greater 
in  magnitude  than  that  experienced  in  the  spring  of  1973,  would  induce 
social  and  economic  Impacts  upon  the  state  if  the  levee  system  should 
fall,  necessitating  removal  and  relocation  of  hundreds  of  inmates  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $214,000  annually.  In  addition,  damages  to  existing 
and  proposed  facilities  would  occur.  The  social  aspects  of  relocation  of 
inmates  would  not  be  limited  to  Angola,  but  would  adversely  affect  other 
areas  of  the  state  since  public  sentiment  is  strongly  against  the 
relocation  of  criminal  elements.  The  most  probable  future,  without 
Federal  action,  is  that  the  levees  would  remain  in  their  existing 
condition.  Existing  measures,  such  as  flood-forecasting  coupled  with 
flood- fighting  and  evacuation,  would  be  used  to  combat  floods  and  the 
state  would  complete  its  Improvement  program  as  stated  above  and  outlined 
In  Appendix  E. 

FORMULATION  OF 
PRELIMINARY  PLANS 

The  formulation  of  the  preliminary  plans  consisted  of  identifying 
appropriate  measures  responsive  to  the  planning  objectives  which  were 
then  scaled  and  combined  into  an  array  of  alternatives.  The  alternative 
plans  thus  developed  ware  evaluated  on  the  basis  of  socioeconomic, 
environmental,  and  engineering  factors. 

MANAGEMENT  MEASURES 

Both  management  measures  which  provide  structural  protection  to  the 
penal  facilities,  and  nonstructural  measures  which  could  be  employed  to 
provide  safety  from  flooding  by  relocation  of  the  facility  and  evacuation 
during  flood  periods  were  considered. 
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Measures  addressing  environmental  quality  study  objectives  include 
avoiding  placement  of  fill  material  in  existing  borrow  pits  and 
minimizing  adverse  Impacts  to  the  surrounding  bottomland  hardwoods  and  to 
the  existing  natural  water  bodies. 


PLAN  FORMULATION  RATIONALE  AND 
ANALYSIS  OF  PRELIMINARY  PLANS 

Mississippi  River  overflow  is  the  major  flood  threat  in  the  study 
area.  Mississippi  River  channel  improvement  is  beyond  this  study's 
scope;  hence,  levees  or  floodwalls  comprise  the  main  features  of  any 
structural  plan.  The  maximum  scope  of  levee  work  would  be  to  construct  a 
new  levee  along  the  Mississippi  River's  east  bank  to  encompass  the  entire 
study  area.  Plans  requiring  only  modifications  to  existing  levees  would 
be  less  costly  and  have  fewer  adverse  environmental  impacts  associated 
with  their  construction  than  new  levee  work.  Since  lands  outside  the 
existing  levee  systems  have  marginal  economic  value,  it  was  reasoned  in 
the  preliminary  analyses  that  no  consideration  would  be  given  to  the 
protection  of  adjacent  undeveloped  lands.  Plans  Including  construction 
of  floodwalls  were  also  discarded  because  of  the  excessive  costs  involved 
and  because  they  are  susceptible  to  failure  from  marine  accidents. 

The  construction  of  a  ring  levee  or  levees  within  the  local  levee 
system  to  increase  protection  of  existing  residences  and  other  existing 
structures  was  ruled  out  due  to  high  costs  (a  large  number  of  sites  would 
have  to  be  considered);  also,  these  ring  levees  would  result  in  Isolation 
of  the  sites  during  a  major  flood.  This  would  be  unacceptable  to  the 
prison  staff  for  security  reasons. 

Elevating  or  restricting  future  development  to  the  higher  ground  in 
the  Tunica  Hills  was  considered.  Although  this  would  reduce  the  future 
damages,  it  does  not  address  the  problem  of  housing  the  prisoners  in  the 
existing  buildings  in  the  event  of  a  levee  failure. 
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APPENDIX  A 

PROBLEM  IDENTIFICATION 


This  appendix  contains  Information  on  the  study;  on  present  and 
future  conditions  In  the  study  area;  on  problems,  needs,  and 
opportunities  relative  to  flood  control  In  the  area;  and  on  the  planning 
objectives. 

STUDY  A  UTHORITY 

This  report  is  made  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
resolution  presented  below.  The  resolution  was  adopted  on  5  September 
1973,  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  United  States  Senate  at  the 
request  of  Senator  Russell  B.  Long  of  Louisiana.  The  resolution  reads  as 
follows: 

"RESOLVED  BY  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES  SENATE,  That  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the 
Army,  is  hereby  requested  to  review  the  report  on  the 
Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries'  Project,  published  as  House 
Document  308  of  the  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  and  other  pertinent 
reports,  with  a  view  to  determining  whether  incorporating  the 
local  levee  at  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  into  the 
Federal  levee  system  is  advisable.” 

PRIOR  STUDIES  AND  STUDIES  OF  OTHERS 

A  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  study  was  begun  by  a  draft  detailed 
project  report,  entitled  "Angola  Levee,  Louisiana,"  submitted  3  May  1965, 
under  authority  of  Section  205  of  the  1948  Flood  Control  Act,  as 
amended .  The  main  concern  of  the  report  was  the  proposed  construction  of 
a  levee  and  drainage  structure  around  the  lands  immediately  adjacent  to 
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During  periods  when  Che  Mississippi  River  Is  In  flood,  and  Che  area 

Inclosed  by  Che  mainline  levee  experiences  heavy  rainfall,  drainage  can 

only  be  accomplished  by  pumping*  While  structures  within  the  mainline 
levee  do  not  sustain  damages  from  Interior  flooding,  Increasing  pumping 
capacity  would  provide  drainage  relief  for  some  of  the  more  marginal 
agricultural  lands  within  the  compound;  however,  It  was  determined  that 
the  costs  of  providing  drainage  Improvements  to  allow  Intensified 

agricultural  activity  was  not  economically  justified.  Therefore,  such 
Improvements  were  not  studied  further. 

Nonstructural  plans  considered  Included  relocation  of  facilities 
subject  to  flood  damage,  flood-proofing,  flood-forecasting  and  evacuation 
plans,  flood-fighting,  and  land-use  measures.  Relocation  of  the  penal 
facilities'  structures  is  infeasible  because  of  costs  and  social 

aspects.  Flood-proofing  would  not  reduce  the  threat  to  lives  and 
although  It  would  prevent  structural  damages,  the  amount  would  not  be 
sufficient  for  justification.  Flood- forecast lag  for  the  Mississippi 
River  is  adequate;  however,  problems  involved  in  evacuating  thousands  of 
prisoners  In  the  event  of  a  future  flood  threat  are  prodigious.  Detailed 
Information  on  inmate  evacuation  and  subsistence  costs  can  be  found  In 
appendix  E.  The  state  has  flood- fighting  capability  as  evidenced  by 
their  efforts  during  the  1973  flood.  Only  measures  comprising  con¬ 
struction  of  levees  together  with  the  provision  of  an  adequate  Interior 
drainage  system  would  respond  to  the  objective  of  reducing  potential 
damages  from  future  floods.  Therefore,  all  feasible  nonstructural 
measures  are  already  part  of  the  without-project  conditions. 


ANALYSIS  OF  PLANS  CONSIDERED 

Nonstructural  measures  described  In  the  previous  section  do  not 
Independently  respond  to  the  objective  of  providing  a  high  degree  of 
flood  protection  to  the  existing  and  planned  facilities  of  the  state 
penitentiary  at  Angola. 
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Sugar  Lake,  south  of  the  penal  farm  proper.  The  proposed  levee  grade 
would  have  provided  a  2-foot  freeboard  above  the  10-year  flood.  The 
report  was  favorable;  however,  the  final  detailed  project  report  was 
terminated  due  to  the  unwillingness  on  the  part  of  the  local  interest  to 
provide  the  required  cooperation  at  that  time.  Due  to  the  limited  scope 
of  the  study  covered  in  the  report,  it  was  of  minimal  use  to  the  present 
planning  effort. 

EXISTING  CONDITIONS 

A  broad  description  of  the  existing  conditions  made  as  part  of  the 
problem  identification  task  is  presented  in  the  subsequent  paragraphs. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


The  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  at  Angola  comprises  19,428  acres  of 
which  approximately  16,240  acres  could  be  impacted  by  project  work 
depending  on  the  chosen  course  of  action.  The  Tunica  Hills,  on  the 
eastern  portion  of  the  property,  will  not  be  materially  affected  because 
of  their  elevation  above  the  flood-prone  area.  The  study  area  lies  in 
the  Mississippi  Alluvial  Plain,  and  is  protected  from  Mississippi  River 
floods  by  the  existing  non-Federal  levees.  The  majority  of  the  land  is 
agricultural  with  ground  surface  elevations  ranging  from  40  to  55  feet 
National  Geodetic  Vertical  Datum  (NGVD).* 

The  prison  compound  is  encircled  by  approximately  12.1  miles  of 
mainline  levee  which  abuts  the  Tunica  Hills  on  the  east.  This  non- 
Federal  levee  was  originally  built  to  a  net  elevation  of  63  feet,  and 
provides  the  only  significant  flood  protection  tur  the  15.3  square  miles 


*A11  elevations  and  stages  in  this  report  are  in  feet  National  Gsodetlc 
Vertical  Datum  (previously  mean  sea  level)  unless  otherwise  noted. 
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Seven  structural  plans  were  considered  for  Improvement  of  the  levee 
system  at  Angola.  Plan  descriptions  and  comparisons  of  costs,  environ¬ 
mental  impacts,  and  benefits  for  these  alternatives  are  provided  in 
subsequent  paragraphs. 


DESCRIPTION  OF  PLANS 

The  alternative  plans  are  discussed  below.  (See  plate  1  for  map  of 
area.) 

Plan  A  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  raising  and  strengthening  the 
existing  mainline  levee  to  a  maximum  elevation  of  71.5  feet  which  would 
provide  protection  from  the  Project  Design  Flood  (PDF)  (67.5  feet  plus 
4- foot  freeboard).  The  levee  enlargement  would  be  in  conjunction  with 
seepage  relief  wells  or  with  seepage  berms.  The  levee  would  have  a 
10-foot  crown  with  side  slopes  of  1  vertical  on  5.5  horizontal  on  the 
landside  and  1  vertical  on  4  horizontal  on  the  riverside.  NO  major 
improvements  to  the  existing  interior  drainage  system  are  Included  in 
this  plan  other  than  replacement  in  kind  of  the  existing  pair  of  6-  by 
6-foot  concrete  culverts  with  two  new  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culverts  with 
sliding  vertical  sluice  gates  at  mainline  levee  station  557+50. 

Plan  B  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
mainline  levee  (except  for  the  reach  between  mainline  levee  stations 
148+81  and  2904-00)  and  the  Monkey  Island  levee  to  provide  protection  from 

the  PDF.  All  of  the  improvements  including  the  design  criteria  of  the 

levee  would  be  the  same  as  plan  A.  A  drainage  structure  and  pumping 
station  (17,000  gpm  capacity)  would  be  installed  at  Monkey  Island  levee 
station  153+00. 

Plan  C  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
mainline  levee  (except  for  the  reach  between  mainline  levee  stations 
293+00  and  448+00)  and  the  Charity  Lake  levee  to  provide  protection  from 

the  PDF.  All  of  the  Improvements  including  the  design  criteria  of  the 

levee  would  be  the  same  as  plan  A.  A  drainage  structure  and  pumping 
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of  the  penal  facilities.  Interior  drainage  is  collected  in  Lake 
Killarney  and  along  drainage  channels  and  is  discharged  into  Sugar  Lake 
through  a  double  barrel  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culvert  equipped  with  flap 
gates  or  by  an  adjacent  pumping  station  located  in  the  southern  part  of 
the  levee. 

Two  secondary  levees,  also  built  by  non-Federal  interests,  are  found 
in  the  study  area.  Monkey  Island  levee,  with  a  net  grade  of  51  feet, 
provides  minor  protection  to  858  acres  of  land  used  for  the  cultivation 
of  soybeans  and  corn.  This  levee  is  located  on  the  northwestern  part  of 
the  study  area  between  the  penal  farm  and  the  river.  Prior  to  river 
stages  reaching  36  feet,  the  inclosed  area  is  drained  by  removing  a 
section  of  the  levee  at  the  lower  end;  thereafter,  the  area  is  drained  by 
portable  pumps.  Charity  Lake  levee  has  a  net  grade  of  55  feet  and 
provides  minor  protection  to  about  1,416  acres  of  pasturelands  located  on 
the  southwest  end  of  the  farm.  Rainfall  runoff  is  drained  by  a  72-inch 
gated  drainage  pipe  which  is  closed  when  river  stages  reach  36  feet; 
thereafter,  the  area  cannot  be  drained  until  river  stages  recede  below 
the  elevation  of  water  ponded  in  the  interior. 

CLIMATE 

GENERAL 

The  project  is  located  in  a  humid  subtropical  latitude,  but  is 
subject  to  significant  polar  influences  during  winter,  as  masses  of  cold 
air  periodically  move  southward  across  the  plains  and  Mississippi  Valley, 
displacing  warm  moist  air.  Prevailing  wind  flow  is  from  a  southerly 
direction  during  much  of  the  year.  This  movement  of  maritime  air  from 
the  Gulf  of  Mexico  helps  to  temper  extremes  of  summer  heat,  to  shorten 
the  duration  of  winter  cold  spells  and  provides  a  source  of  abundant 
moisture  and  rainfall.  Hinds  are  usually  rather  light.  About  80  percent 
of  hourly  wind  speed  observations  during  the  year  are  12  mph  or  less. 
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station  (21,000  gpm  capacity)  would  be  Installed  at  Charity  Lake  levee 
station  104-00. 

Plan  D  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
mainline  levee  (except  for  the  reaches  between  mainline  levee  stations 
148+81  and  290+00  and  between  station  293+00  and  448+00),  Monkey  Island 
levee  and  Charity  Lake  levee  to  provide  protection  from  the  PDF.  All  the 
elements  including  levee  design  and  drainage  structures  discussed  in 
plans  A,  B,  and  C  would  be  incorporated  in  this  plan. 

Plan  E  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
mainline  levee  as  In  plan  A  while  raising  the  Monkey  Island  levee  to 

provide  approximately  10-year  flood  protection  (maximum  height  of 
61  feet).  The  specifications  for  the  10-year  levee,  except  for  height, 
would  be  the  same  as  those  proposed  for  full  protection.  New  drainage 
structures  for  these  areas  would  be  Identical  to  those  described  for 

plans  A  and  B. 

Plan  F  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 

mainline  levee  as  In  plan  A  while  raising  the  Charity  Lake  levee  to 

provide  approximately  10-year  flood  protection  (maximum  height  of 
61  feet).  The  specifications  for  the  10-year  levee,  except  for  height, 
would  be  the  same  as  those  proposed  for  full  protection.  New  drainage 
structures  for  these  areas  would  be  identical  to  those  described  for 

plans  A  and  C. 

Plan  G  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 

mainline  levee  as  In  plan  A  while  raising  the  Monkey  Island  and  Charity 
Lake  levees  to  provide  approximately  10-year  flood  protection.  All  the 
elements  of  plans  A,  E,  .nd  F  would  be  Incorporated  In  this  plan. 


COMPARATIVE  ASSESSMENT  AND  EVALUATION  OF  ALTERNATIVES 

All  of  the  plans  Investigated  would  provide  protection  to  the 
penitentiary  buildings  from  the  MR&T  PDF.  Some  of  the  plans  also  provide 
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in  an  earlier  stage  of  succession  and  are  of  less  value  to  wildlife. 
Common  small  game  animals  in  the  area  Include  squirrel,  bobvhite  quail, 
mourning  dove,  and  cottontail  rabbit.  Common  furbearing  animals  within 
the  area  include  mink,  otter,  muskrat,  raccoon,  skunk,  beaver,  oppossum, 
fox,  and  bobcat.  Study  area  lakes  and  borrow  pits  support  a  variety  of 
fish  species;  however,  the  species  most  popular  are  white  and  black 
crappie . 


CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


The  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  as  published  in  yearly  and 
weekly  supplements  of  the  "Federal  Register,"  was  consulted  through 
23  June  1981.  The  closest  National  Register  property  to  the  project  is 
Trudeau  Landing,  east  of  the  community  of  Tunica,  Louisiana.  It  is  well 
outside  the  study  boundaries  and  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
levee  improvements.  At  least  five  prehistoric,  protohistoric  and 
historic  sites  (16WF  14,  15,  16,  21,  and  28)  are  located  on  the  bluff 
overlooking  the  penitentiary.  Site  16WF1,  an  historic  Tunica  village,  is 
located  south  of  the  proposed  borrow  pit  closest  to  the  main  gate.  This 
site  has  been  previously  disturbed  by  construction  of  Highway  66  and  the 
penitentiary  hospital.  Additional  known  sites  within  prison  boundaries 
are  16VF3,  a  possible  Poverty  Point  mound  and  historic  cemetery  just 
north  of  the  main  gate,  and  16WF2,  a  probable  Houma  village  dating  from 
1680  to  1708  on  the  natural  levee  east  of  Lake  Klllarney. 

The  Louisiana  State  penal  farm  and  the  town  of  Angola  are  cultural 
islands  for  all  practical  purposes.  The  town  exists  solely  as  a 
residence  for  the  facility  employees  and  their  families. 


RECREATION 


Public  accessibility  to  the  study  area  is  restricted  to  the  use  of 
Lake  Klllarney  only  and  on  a  very  limited  basis  due  to  the  nature  of  the 
facility.  Additional  recreation  is  afforded  from  the  occasional  fishing 
in  Sugar  Lake  and  other  surrounding  lakes,  bayous,  and  borrow  pita  by  the 
penitentiary  employees  and  their  dependents. 
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varying  levels  of  protection  to  the  outlying  agricultural  areas.  The 
increases  in  the  design  flowline  resulting  from  changes  in  overbank  flood 
conditions  caused  by  the  alternative  levee  alinements  are  considered 
minor  and  will  not  impact  the  operation  of  the  Old  River  control 
structure  and/or  the  Red  River  backwater  area  fuseplug  levee.  Details  of 
these  impacts  are  contained  in  appendix  C. 

The  rehabilitation  of  the  levee  would  Include  a  riverside  and/or 
landside  enlargement  of  the  existing  levee  and  seepage  control 
measures.  these  points  are  addressed  in  appendix  C,  and  additional 
borings  would  be  taken  once  a  levee  plan  is  approved.  Seepage  berms  were 
selected  over  relief  wells  because  seepage  berms  are  less  costly  to 
construct  and  maintain  than  relief  wells. 

The  major  environmental  impacts  which  could  result  from  the 
Implementation  of  the  plans  include  the  destruction  of  bottomland 
hardwoods  and  wetlands  which  serve  as  important  wildlife  habitats  and 
short  term  deterioration  of  water  quality  caused  by  resuspension  of 
sediments. 

Bottomland  hardwoods  and  associated  forests  were  considered  to  be 
the  most  significant  environmental  resource  in  the  study  area.  Since 
they  provide  Important  wildlife  habitat,  negative  impacts  are  highly 
undesirable.  The  acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods  that  would  be  adversely 
affected  by  each  plan  are  shown  in  table  1. 

TABLE  1 — ACRES  OF  BOTTOMLAND  HARDWOODS  AFFECTED 

Alternative  Plans 

A  C  D  JE  £  G 

Acres  affected  79  410  141  439  261  79  261 
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GEOLOGICAL  CONDITIONS 


The  study  area  is  located  on  the  eastern  edge  of  the  lower 
Mississippi  Alluvial  Plain  and  is  bounded  on  the  north,  west,  and  south 
by  the  Mississippi  River.  On  the  east  side,  the  study  area  is  bounded  by 
the  Tunica  Hills,  which  consist  of  Tertiary  sediments  capped  by 
Quaternary  aged  upland  deposits.  The  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  lies 
on  150  to  200  feet  of  Holocene  alluvial  deposits.  The  area  is  of  low 
relief  with  ridges  and  swales  typical  of  point  bar  topography.  Several 
snail  lakes  or  ponds  exist  in  the  swales  in  addition  to  the  large  oxbow. 
Lake  Killarney.  Elevations  range  from  25  feet  along  the  river  to  55  feet 
along  the  natural  levees  and  63  feet  along  the  manmade  levees . 

DEVELOPMENT  AND  ECONOMY 

Approximately  16,240  acres  of  the  19,428  acres  in  the  study  area  are 
subject  to  potential  Mississippi  River  overflow.  Of  the  area  subject  to 
overflow,  about  4,100  acres  located  adjacent  to  the  Mississippi  River  are 
unprotected  and  largely  undeveloped.  The  remaining  12,140  acres  are 
partially  protected  by  a  locally  constructed  and  maintained  levee  system. 

The  mainline  levee,  which  ties  into  the  hills  on  the  east,  was  built 
to  an  elevation  that  should  provide  100-year  protection  to  the  9,866 
acres  it  Incloses.  However,  it  was  not  built  to  Federal  standards  and 
would  require  extensive  flood  fight  efforts  to  contain  a  100-year 
flood.  Within  the  mainline  levee,  about  4,850  acres  are  used  for 
pastureland  and  4,390  acres  are  used  for  croplands.  The  net  annual 
return  on  these  lands  is  $859,000  (1980  price  levels).2  Approximately 
1,000  acres  of  pasturelands  and  500  acres  of  croplands  in  the  northern 


2 All  prices  in  this  report  are  1980  price  levels. 
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Low-lying  portions  of  the  study  area  in  the  Monkey  Island  and 
Charity  Lake  areas  are  frequently  flooded;  these  periodic  inundations 
serve  to  biologically  rejuvenate  these  areas.  Except  for  plan  A  which 
does  not  affect  these  low-lying  areas,  the  other  plans  investigated  would 
reduce  the  rejuvenating  flooding  effect  to  these  areas;  thus,  plans  B 
through  G  would  result  in  a  loss  of  wildlife  habitat.  A  more  detailed 
environmental  analysis  is  contained  in  appendix  D. 

Some  short  term  impacts  on  water  quality,  due  to  construction  activ¬ 
ities,  would  occur  in  the  study  area.  The  construction  of  temporary  haul 
roads  across  the  existing  borrow  pits  would  cause  the  Introduction  of 
suspended  sediments  into  the  waters  of  the  borrow  pits.  This  would 
result  in  Increased  turbidity  and  decreased  dissolved  oxygen.  Some 
suspended  sediments  could  also  be  introduced  into  the  small  lakes  and 
bayous  of  the  study  area  incidental  to  excavation  and  earth  moving  (these 
would  be  short  term  impacts  only).  By  using  mechanical  earth-moving 
equipment  to  excavate  the  borrow  material,  the  probability  of  the 
significant  release  of  pesticides  and  metals  which  could  potentially  be 
trapped  in  the  borrow  and  fill  material  would  be  very  small.  The 
introduction  of  fill  material  into  existing  borrow  pits  would  be  avoided 
by  constructing  landward  levee  enlargements  in  locations  where  the 
existing  borrow  pits  abut  the  levee. 

Borrow  pits  would  have  to  be  created  and/or  enlarged.  This  would 
create  aquatic  habitat.  Quality  of  the  habitat  created  would  be 
dependent  upon  borrow  pit  design.  The  borrow  pits  located  inside  the 
Monkey  Island  and  Charity  Lake  levees  would  be  adversely  affected  by 
plans  B  through  G  since  the  rejuvenating  flooding  effect  would  be  reduced 
as  described  above.  The  possibility  exists  for  creation  of  high  quality 
aquatic  habitat  which  would  be  beneficial  to  terrestrial  and  aquatic 
species. 

The  economic  analysis  was  based  on  a  100-year  project  life.  It  was 
assumed  that  three  mainline  levee  crevasses  would  occur  during  this  time, 
causing  substantial  damage  to  structures  and  necessitating  evacuations  of 


the  prison  inmates.  The  basis  for  levee  crensse  was  derived  from  the 
Mississippi  River  PDF  at  the  Red  River  Landing  gauge  across  from 
Angola.  The  net  elevation  of  the  existing  levee  system  is  63  feet  while 
the  project  elevation  in  the  area  is  somewhat  higher.  River  stages  which 
could  cause  failure  of  the  levee  have  a  frequency,  on  the  average,  of  ap¬ 
proximately  three  times  during  the  100-year  project  life.  It  was  assumed 
that  after  failure  the  levee  would  be  rebuilt  to  its  prior  conditions. 

A  stage  of  60  feet  NGVD  and  a  forecast  of  a  continued  rising  crest 
is  considered  appropriate  for  determining  the  frequency  of  an  emergency 
evacuation.  Such  a  crest  should  occur  about  once  every  20  years  of 
project  life.  Significant  amounts  of  flood-fight  efforts  were  expended 
in  both  1973  and  1979,  and  additional  state  aid  was  required  to  maintain 
a  sandbagging  effort.  It  was  assumed  that  no  future  significant  flood¬ 
fighting  would  take  place  at  stages  less  than  those  where  flooding  began 
during  the  flooding  of  1975,  or  at  an  8-year  frequency  on  the  average. 

Flood  damages  which  would  be  prevented  by  all  action  plans  or 
savings  in  costs  which  result  from  the  increased  protection  from  all 
action  plans  Include:  damages  prevented  to  structures,  savings  in 
emergency  evacuation  and  subsistence  costs,  and  savings  in  emergency 
flood-fight  costs. 

Although  borrow  areas  crested  during  construction  would  afford  some 
additional  recreational  potential  for  fishing,  future  use  of  these  areas 
for  that  purpose  is  expected  to  be  minimal. 

Table  2  is  a  summary  of  the  first  costs,  annual  charges,  benefits 
and  benefit-cost  ratios  for  the  alternative  plans.  Detailed  estimates  of 
first  costs  are  shown  in  table  C-4.  In  addition  to  the  overall  benefit- 
cost  ratio,  an  incremental  benefit-cost  ratio  was  computed  for  plans  B 
through  G  with  plan  A  being  the  base  condition.  The  table  shows  the 
relative  merits  of  the  added  benefits  versus  the  additional  cost  incurred 
in  upgrading  the  protection  of  the  outlying  areas. 
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STATUS  OF  EXISTING  PLANS  AND  IMPROVEMENTS 
FEDERAL 


Congress  approved  a  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  in  the 
Mississippi  River  Valley  by  passage  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1928* 
Part  of  this  flood  control  act  provided  for  construction  of  an  extensive 
levee  system.  On  the  west  bank,  the  Mississippi  River  levee  system 
extends  from  Allenville,  Missouri,  on  the  Little  River  diversion  channel, 
generally  southward  to  the  vicinity  of  Venice,  Louisiana.  On  the  east 
bank,  the  levee  system  extends  from  Hickman,  Kentucky,  to  Bohemia, 
Louisiana,  except  where  Interrupted  by  hills  and  tributary  streams. 

The  design  flowline  applicable  to  the  area  of  study  is  that 
presented  in  the  "Refined  1973  MR&T  Project  Flood  Flowline"  (Hew  Orleans 
District),  June  1978. 

The  Old  River  low  sill  and  overbank  structures  are  located  on  the 
west  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River  at  approximately  mile  31S  above  Head 
of  Passes.  The  Old  River  low  sill  structure  is  a  gated  control  structure 
consisting  of  11  bays  (44  feet/bay)  with  weir  elevations  of  10  feet  in 
the  four  outer  bays  on  each  side  and  minus  5  feet  in  the  three  center 
bays.  The  structure  is  operated  to  distribute  flows  between  the 
Mississippi  and  Atchafalaya  Rivers  at  all  stages.  The  overbank  structure 
is  a  flood  control  structure  consisting  of  73  bays  (44  feet/bay),  with  a 
weir  elevation  of  52  feet.  The  Old  River  low  sill  and  overbank 
structures  are  designed  to  handle  combined  floodflows  of  approximately 
630,000  cubic  feet  per  second  (cfs).  Both  of  these  structures  were 
completed  in  1959  and  placed  in  operation  in  1963. 

The  Corps  plans  to  build  an  auxiliary  structure  just  south  of  Old 
River  control  structure  on  the  west  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River.  The 
auxiliary  structure  will  have  a  gross  width  of  442  feet  between  faces  of 
abutment  training  wall  and  will  consist  of  six  gated  bays,  each  having  a 
62-foot  clear  opening  between  piers.  The  bays  will  have  a  weir  crest 


TABLE  2— FIRST  COST  AND  ANNUAL  CHARGES- PRELIMINARY  LEVEE  PLANS 
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elevation  of  minus  5  feet*  A  highway  bridge  will  be  built  over  the  tops 
of  the  structure  to  accommodate  Louisiana  Highway  15.  The  auxiliary 
structure  is  being  proposed  as  an  integral  and  essential  element  of  the 
rehabilitation  program  for  the  Old  River  control  structure. 

The  Old  River  navigation  lock,  located  at  approximate  river  mile  303 
above  Head  of  Passes,  provides  for  continued  navigation  between  the 
Atchafalaya,  Ouachita-Black,  and  Red  Rivers,  and  the  Mississippi  River 
through  Old  River.  It  has  a  width  of  75  feet,  a  usable  length  of  1,190 
feet  and  a  sill  depth  of  minus  11.0  feet.  Construction  of  the  lock  was 
initiated  in  1958  and  completed  in  1962.  The  approach  channels  were 
completed  and  the  lock  was  placed  in  operation  in  1963.  A  roadway  on  the 
levee  crosses  the  lock  via  a  lift  bridge  which  was  completed  in  1965. 
Average  traffic  through  the  lock,  1971-1975,  was  4,767,956  tons. 

The  Morganza  control  structure  is  also  located  on  the  west  bank  at 
about  mile  280  above  Head  of  Passes.  It  is  a  flood  control  structure 
comprising  125  bays  (28  feet  3  inches/bay)  with  a  weir  elevation  of  37.5 
feet.  Under  design  conditions,  this  structure  is  capable  of  diverting 
600,000  cfs  of  Mississippi  River  floodwaters  into  the  lower  Atchafalaya 
Basin  via  the  Morganza  Floodway.  The  structure  was  completed  in  1950. 

HON-FEDERAL 

The  present  levee  system,  surrounding  the  Louisiana  State  Peniten¬ 
tiary  on  the  east  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River,  is  a  state  project  owned 
by  the  Department  of  Corrections  of  the  Louisiana  Department  of  Health 
and  Hunan  Resources  and  is  not  part  of  the  Federal  levee  system.  The 
levee  system  was  built  primarily  by  Inmate  labor  and  does  not  meet  mini¬ 
mum  Federal  standards.  The  levees  are  in  poor  condition.  They  were  not 
built  to  grade  or  section  specifications  required  for  the  Federal  levee 
system;  hence,  they  do  not  provide  the  degree  of  protection  afforded 
adjacent  lands  by  the  Federal  levee  system. 
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CONCLUSIONS  (SCREENING) 

Three  of  Che  structural  alternative  plans  (A,  C,  and  F)  have 
positive  net  benefits  and  a  beneflt-to-cost  ratio  greater  than  1.  The 
Incremental  beneflt-to-cost  ratios  for  plans  B  through  G  as  compared  to 
plan  A  were  all  less  than  1.  Therefore,  It  Is  not  economically  justified 
to  provide  increased  flood  protection  to  the  outlying  areas,  i.e.,  Monkey 
Island  and  Charity  Lake  areas;  also  these  plans  would  result  in  more 
adverse  environmental  impacts  than  plan  A. 

Plan  A  was  determined  to  be  economically  justified  and  satisfied  the 
planning  objectives  for  reducing  flood  damages  and  associated  adverse 
social  impacts.  Of  all  the  structural  plans  it  would  cause  the  least 
environmental  damage.  Therefore,  it  was  decided  to  select  only  plan  A 
for  detailed  study. 

In  the  detailed  study  process,  plan  A  was  reanalyzed  to  determine  if 
its  potential  adverse  environmental  impacts  could  be  further  minimized  by 
modifying  construction  methods.  Plan  Al,  the  least  environmentally 
damaging  plan,  was  formulated  in  the  detailed  study  process. 

As  previously  determined,  feasible  nons tructural  measures  are  part 
of  the  wlthout-project  condition,  i.e.,  the  nonstructural  plan  is  the 
same  as  the  no-action  plan. 

ASSESSMENT  AND  EVALUATION 
OF  DETAILED  PLANS 


Information  presented  in  the  following  paragraphs  describes  each  of 
the  plans  considered  in  detail.  In  addition  to  plan  descriptions,  the 
significant  beneficial  and  adverse  impacts  and  an  evaluation  and  trade¬ 
off  analysis  are  discussed.  Responsibilities  for  implementation  are 
presented  for  each  of  the  detailed  plans.  Also  presented  is  an 
apportionment  of  costs  based  on  traditional  cost-sharing  policies. 
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CONDITIONS  IF  NO  FEDERAL  ACTION  IS  TAKEN 


In  response  Co  Federal  court  orders  in  1974,  Che  state  was  required 
to  reduce  its  prison  population  and  improve  the  facilities  at  Angola. 
The  prison  population  was  reduced  between  1974  and  1977.  During  that 
time,  the  state  planned  extensive  improvements  to  the  existing  facilities 
and  also  began  construction  of  new  facilities  which  allowed  an  increase 
in  population  to  4,500.  Hence,  the  potential  loss  of  human  life  and 
damages  from  flooding  is  greatly  increased.  Future  flooding  greater  in 
magnitude  than  that  experienced  in  the  spring  of  1973  would  induce  social 
and  economic  impacts  upon  the  state  if  the  levee  system  should  fail, 
necessitating  removal  and  relocation  of  hundreds  of  inmates  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $214,000  annually.  In  addition,  damages  to  existing 
and  proposed  facilities  would  occur.  The  social  aspects  of  relocating 
the  Inmates  would  not  be  limited  to  Angola,  but  would  adversely  affect 
other  areas  of  the  state  since  public  sentiment  is  strongly  against  the 
relocation  of  criminal  elements.  The  most  probable  future,  without 
Federal  action,  is  that  the  levees  would  remain  in  their  existing 
condition.  Existing  measures,  such  as  flood-forecasting  coupled  with 
flood-fighting  and  evacuation,  would  be  used  to  combat  floods  and  that 
the  state  would  complete  its  improvement  program  as  stated  above  and 
outlined  in  appendix  E. 


PROBLEMS,  NEEDS,  AND  OPPORTUNITIES 

The  deficiencies  in  the  levee  grade  and  cross-section,  when  combined 
with  the  high  river  stages  which  occurred  in  the  spring  of  1973,  posed  a 
serious  threat  to  the  penitentiary,  requiring  an  extensive  flood  fight 
effort.  The  Integrity  of  the  levee  system  was  challenged,  requiring 
preparations  to  evacuate  the  Inmate  population.  Had  evacuation  become 
necessary,  the  problem  of  providing  a  secure  location  to  house  the 
prisoners  would  have  been  formidable.  In  addition  to  the  threat  of  a 
levee  crevasse,  the  serious  seepage  and  interior  drainage  problems  were 
great  enough  in  1973  to  delay  crop  planting  and  reduce  the  harvest. 
Improvements  to  the  facility,  necessitated  by  court  orders  and  other 
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PLAN  A 

PLAN  DESCRIPTION 

This  plan  (shown  on  plate  3)  consists  of  raising  and  strengthening 
the  mainline  levee  to  a  maximum  height  of  71.5  feet  NGVD  by  levee 
enlargement  to  the  riverside  or  landside  with  seepage  berms  where  seepage 
has  been  observed.  The  levee  would  have  a  10-foot  crown  with  side  slopes 
of  1  vertical  on  5.5  horizontal  on  the  landside  and  1  vertical  on 
4  horizontal  on  the  riverside.  Existing  and  proposed  levee  cross- 
sections  are  shown  on  plates  C-3  and  C-4.  This  would  provide  protection 
from  the  standard  PDF  with  4  feet  of  freeboard. 

Included  in  this  plan  is  the  replacement  of  the  existing  6-  by 
6-foot  concrete  culverts  with  two  new  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culverts  with 
sliding  vertical  sluice  gates.  The  new  culverts  will  be  290  feet  long 
with  stop  logs  at  either  end  for  secondary  closure.  No  change  would  be 
made  to  the  three  existing  electrical  pumps  which  have  a  total  pumping 
capacity  of  120,000  gpm.  The  water  is  pumped  over  the  levee  through  two 
36-lnch  diameter  cast  iron  pipes.  These  pipes  would  require 
modifications  so  that  they  would  pass  over  the  top  of  the  new  levee. 

Levee  enlargement  would  be  done  to  the  land  Bide  of  the  existing 
levee  where  existing  borrow  pits  are  up  against  the  levee.  The  fill 
material  would  be  taken  from  new  borrow  pits  on  the  riverside  of  the 
existing  mainline  levee  with  average  dimensions  of  10  feet  deep  by 
285  feet  wide  by  about  10  miles  long  running  parallel  to  the  levee.  The 
distance  from  the  riverside  toe  of  the  Improved  levee  to  the  landside 
edge  of  the  borrow  pits  would  be  approximately  450  feet. 

IMPACT  ASSESSMENT 

NATIONAL  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  IMPACTS 

The  first  cost  of  plan  A  is  estimated  at  $17,938,000  and  the  total 
annual  cost  estimated  at  $1,488,000,  including  $1,474,000  for  interest 
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factors,  are  increasing  the  potential  daaage  froa  flooding  in  the  penal 
fara.  The  19  73  flood,  estiaated  to  have  a  return  frequency  of  once  in 
13  years,  required  a  flood  fight  expenditure  of  over  $240,000  in  the 
Angola  area. 

Maintenance  of  this  locally  built  levee  systea  is  Inadequate.  The 
areas  where  grazing  is  peraitted  suffer  froa  deep  depressions  in  the 
levee,  brought  about  by  the  continual  crossing  of  cattle  during  wet 
weather.  At  several  locations  access  roads  are  cut  through  the  levee 
decreasing  its  height  by  about  6  to  8  feet. 

Specific  requests  aade  at  the  initial  public  aeeting  were  as 
follows:  (1)  incorporate  the  Angola  levee  systes  into  the  Federal  levee 
systea,  (2)  aake  a  detailed  and  coaprehensive  study  of  the  area  for  the 
establishaent  of  adequate  levees  to  protect  the  aaxiaua  land  area  that 
can  be  justified  and  also  provide  adequate  interior  drainage  facilities, 
and  (3)  Include  construction  of  a  road  to  provide  access  between  the 
ferry  landing  and  the  front  gate  of  the  penitentiary.  Two  iteas  were 
raised  at  the  final  public  aeeting.  Two  aen  who  reside  outside  of  the 
northeast  corner  of  the  penitentiary  grounds  expressed  concern  over  the 
effect  a  higher  levee  would  have  on  local  drainage  in  their  area.  The 
warden  repeated  his  request  for  an  access  road  on  the  levee. 

The  need  to  provide  an  adequate  level  of  flood  protection  for  the 
Angola  area,  while  ainiaislng  adverse  environaental  lapacts,  was  the 
aajor  problea  addressed  in  this  study.  The  adverse  social  iapact 
associated  with  the  relocation  of  the  inaate  population  in  the  event  of  a 
levee  failure  is  a  problea  inherent  in  aeeting  the  basic  objective  of  the 
authorising  resolution. 

The  question  raised  at  the  public  aeeting  on  local  drainage  will  be 
addressed  in  the  Advanced  Engineering  and  Design  (AE&D)  Phase  of  the 
study.  A  ferry  landing  access  road  is  unrelated  to  flood  control  or  the 
authorising  resolution,  and  the  expenditure  of  funds  for  such  road 
construction  is  not  a  Corps  of  Engineers  water  resources  planning 
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and  amortization  of  the  initial  investment  and  $14,000  for  operation  and 
maintenance  (October  1980  price  levels). 

The  benefits  attributable  to  plan  A  are  estimated  to  average 
$2,089,000,  annually  (7  3/8  percent  interest  rate).  These  benefits  are 
composed  of  $1,847,000  in  savings  in  the  reduction  of  flood  damages  due 
to  the  destruction  of  buildings  and  crops,  $214,000  in  savings  in  Inmate 
evacuation  costs,  and  $25,000  in  savings  in  emergency  flood-fighting 
costs. 


The  average  annual  net  benefits  are  estimated  at  $601,000,  and  the 
ratio  of  average  annual  benefits  to  average  annual  costs  is  1.40. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

Water  Bodies  and  Associated  Wetlands.  This  plan  would  result  in  direct 
impacts  to  approximately  10  acres  of  open  water  and  wetlands.  These 
Impacts  would  result  from  excavation  of  borrow  material  from  these  areas 
within  the  confines  of  the  borrow  area  allnement  as  Indicated  on  plate  3 
and  the  deposition  of  fill  material  for  haul  roads  into  the  existing 
borrow  pits.  Construction  activities  would  cause  immediate  increases  in 
turbidity  and  resultant  decreases  in  light  penetration  in  the  affected 
borrow  pits'  waters.  A  Section  404(b)  (Clean  Water  Act)  evaluation  would 
not  be  required  for  this  plan.  Section  404(f)  provides  an  exemption  for 
temporary  haul  roads.  Constructing  the  haul  roads  with  culverts  to  allow 
natural  water  movement  to  continue  and  removing  the  roads  after 
completion  of  construction  alleviates  the  need  for  a  404(b)  study. 

Bottomland  Hardwoods  and  Associated  Forests.  This  plan  would  result  in 
the  destruction  of  approximately  79  acres  of  forests.  These  losses  would 
occur  due  to  clearing  for  the  borrow  excavation  area  and  for  haul  roads 
between  the  excavation  area  and  the  levee.  After  construction,  natural 
forest  succession  would  eventually  result  in  the  establishment  of 
bottomland  hardwood  forests  on  those  sreas  cleared  for  haul  roads. 
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function.  Therefore,  this  expressed  need  could  noc  be  addressed  in  the 
study.  However,  the  Inclusion  of  such  a  road  in  the  design  at  non- 
Federal  expense  will  be  considered  in  AK&D. 

PLANNING  CONSTRAINTS 

The  general  planning  constraints  of  this  project  are  derived  from 
the  flood  protection  regulations.  These  constraints  are  limited  to  the 
extent  of  both  local  and  Federal  interest  in  providing  flood  protection 
for  this  study  area. 

Technical  constraints  required  that  the  selected  plans  be  consistent 
with  local  and  regional  land  use  plans  and  that  contemplated  flood 
protection  improvements  be  compatible  with  the  MR&T  flood  control 
project . 

The  economic  constraints  used  to  optimize  the  national  economic 
development  objective  were  those  prescribed  by  the  Principles  and 
Standards  for  Planning  Hater  and  Related  Land  Resources,  as  published  in 
the  "Federal  Register"  on  10  September  1973.  All  alternative  plans  were 
evaluated  based  on  1980  price  levels,  and  an  interest  rate  of  7  3/8 
percent . 

The  inclusion  of  flood  protection  to  the  Monkey  Island  and  Charity 
Lake  areas  is  dependent  on  the  improvement  of  each  of  these  areas  being 
incrementally  justified. 

The  environmental  constraints  applied  in  plan  formulation  provided 
for  consideration  of  all  adverse  impacts  on  the  natural  environment,  and 
for  the  consideration  of  measures  to  protect,  preserve,  and  enhance  the 
environmental  quality  of  the  study  area.  Plans  were  evaluated 
considering  national  economic  development  and  environmental  quality  ae 
coequal  national  objectives. 
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Fishery  Resources.  This  plan  calls  for  the  excavation  of  approximately 
345  acres  of  borrow  material  resulting  in  the  conversion  of  that  entire 
area  to  aquatic  habitat  available  for  fisheries  utilization.  Fish 
populations  would  be  established  in  most  borrow  pits  by  inundation  from 
high  spring  river  flows,  but  population  development  would  be  dependent 
upon  population  development  of  lower  members  of  the  food  chain.  Fish 
population  development  in  the  Charity  Lake  borrow  segment  would  not 
progress  at  the  same  rate  as  other  areas  because  this  area  receives 
infrequent  river  flooding.  Fish  population  establishment  in  this  area 
would  be  dependent  upon  hydraulic  connection  to  Charity  Lake. 

Wildlife  Resources.  This  plan  would  result  in  significantly  greater 
adverse  impacts  to  terrestrial  wildlife  resources  than  the  implementation 
of  the  other  plan.  Approximately  79  acres  of  woodlands  would  be  destroy¬ 
ed  with  this  plan.  Those  wildlife  individuals  whose  territory  includes 
woodlands  to  be  removed  for  excavation  or  rights-of-way  purposes  will 
either  be  displaced  or  destroyed  by  this  action.  Creation  of  approxi¬ 
mately  345  acres  of  borrow  pit  would  provide  habitat  for  terrestrial 
wildlife  highly  dependent  upon  aquatic  habitat.  The  amount  of  use, 
however,  would  be  dependent  upon  food-producing  vegetation  developing 
along  shorelines.  The  conversion  of  approximately  266  acres  of  open  land 
to  borrow  areas  would  result  in  the  permanent  removal  of  that  amount  of 
open  land  habitat  from  the  study  area  and  a  corresponding  loss  to  all 
species  inhabiting  that  area. 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species.  This  plan  would,  overall,  provide 
beneficial  impacts  to  endangered  species  within  the  study  area.  The 
creation  of  open,  deepwater  areas  by  borrow  pit  excavation  would  provide 
suitable  habitat  for  courtship  and  breeding  for  the  American  alligator. 

Audubon  Society  Blue  List.  Plan  A  would  not  significantly  affect  any 
species  of  bird  on  the  1981  Blue  List.  However,  the  primary  habitat  for 
the  majority  of  birds  on  the  Blue  List  found  in  the  study  area  is  forest, 
of  which  some  would  be  destroyed. 
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The  responsiveness  of  plans  was  measured  against  the  criteria  of 
acceptability,  certainty,  completeness,  effectiveness,  efficiency, 
geographical  scope,  national  economic  development/benefit-cost  ratio, 
environmental  consequences,  reversibility,  and  stability;  and  the 
acceptance  of  the  selected  plan  by  the  general  public  which  was 
determined  through  public  involvement  procedures. 


PLANNING  OBJECTIVES 

The  goals  of  the  planning  effort  were  to  reduce  flood  damages  at  the 
Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  and  associated  adverse  social  impacts  in  the 
state,  to  preserve  the  remaining  bottomland  hardwoods  in  the  study  area, 
and  to  create  or  enhance  existing  wildlife  habitat. 

The  study  used  measures  that  maximized  net  benefits  from  flood 
damage  reduction  and  measures  that  minimized  adverse  environmental 
impacts.  It  Included  investigations  on  nonstructural,  *s  well  as 
structural  measures  and  combinations  thereof,  including  consideration  of 
Executive  Order  No.  11988.  The  effects  of  any  improvements  on  other 
Corps  of  Engineers'  projects,  particularly  the  MR&T  project,  were 
investigated  thoroughly.  Studies  were  made  to  evaluate  the  social  impact 
upon  the  state  if  this  levee  system  should  fail,  necessitating  the 
evacuation  of  hundreds  of  inmates  to  other  state  facilities. 
Environmental  quality  and  economic  considerations  were  equal  planning 
objectives  within  the  study  frame  work. 
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Recreational  Resources.  The  borrow  areas  created  during  project 
construction  would  afford  some  additional  recreational  potential  for 
fishing.  The  future  occasional  use  of  the  borrow  areas  by  the  Louisiana 
State  Penitentiary  employees  and  their  dependents  Is  forecasted  to  be 
minimal. 

Agricultural  Land  Resources .  This  plan  would  result  In  beneficial 
Impacts  through  the  prevention  of  a  levee  crevasse  to  the  mainline  levee 
and  the  resulting  inundation  of  approximately  9,240  acres  of  prime  and 
unique  farmlands.  A  comparatively  insignificant  number  of  cropland  acres 
would  receive  adverse  impacts  in  areas  where  land side  levee  enlargement 
and  seepage  berms  are  required.  These  changes  of  farmland  to  levee  and 
seepage  berms  would  still  have  a  potential  for  pastureland  usage  causing 
the  Impacts  to  be  even  smaller.  Riverside  borrow  excavation  would  also 
convert  266  acres  of  agricultural  lands,  which  are  used  primarily  as 
pasturelands  and  are  not  classified  as  prime  farmland,  to  borrow  pits. 
This  would  constitute  a  total  loss  of  these  lands  to  agricultural 
production. 

Cultural  Resources.  This  plan  would  not  affect  any  cultural  resources 
presently  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  Because  of 
its  proximity  to  the  confluence  of  the  Mississippi  and  Red  Rivers,  the 
study  area  has  been  an  advantageous  location  for  trade,  settlement  or 
encampment  through  time.  It  is  expected  that  historic  sites  exist  along 
of  the  base  of  the  hill  line,  along  Davis,  Bobs,  and  Loch  Lomond  Bayous, 
and  on  natural  levees  adjacent  to  relict  Mississippi  River  channels  such 
as  Charity  Lake,  Sugar  Lake,  and  Lake  Klllarney.  An  intensive  cultural 
resources  survey  of  the  proposed  Impact  cone  will  be  conducted  during 
advanced  feasibility  studies  (phase  1  AE&D).  The  Impact  corridor  appears 
to  follow  a  relict  19th  century  river  course.  If  sites  are  located 
within  this  corridor,  it  Is  expected  that  the  majority  will  be  historic 
and  may  Include  burled  shipwrecks. 
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SOCIAL  WELL-BEING  IMPACTS 


Plan  A  would  have  significant  effects  on  social  well-being  In  the 
study  area  as  well  as  the  State  of  Louisiana  as  a  whole.  The  evacuation 
of  the  prisoners  would  cause  undue  hardship  to  residents  surrounding  the 
prison  as  well  as  to  residents  of  areas  to  which  the  prisoners  would  be 
transferred.  The  implementation  of  this  plan  would  serve  to  alleviate 
the  risk  of  evacuating  the  prisoners,  thereby  producing  a  favorable 
affect  on  the  social  well-being  of  the  area  as  a  whole. 

REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  IMPACTS 

The  induced  development  effected  by  plan  A  would  be  the  utilization 
of  the  underemployed  labor  potential  that  is  located  in  the  study  area. 
Project  construction  and  maintenance  operations  would  provide  minor 
increases  in  real  income  and  income  distribution. 


EVALUATION  AND  TRADE-OFF  ANALYSIS 

Plan  A  fulfills  the  primary  planning  objectives  of  reducing  flood 
damages  and  associated  adverse  social  Impacts  for  the  penal  farm.  The 
estimated  first  coat  is  $17,938,000.  The  benefit-to-cost  ratio  is  1.40 
to  1  and  the  excess  average  annual  benefits  over  cost  are  $601,000,  the 
higher  of  either  plan. 

Plan  A  also  complies  with  some  of  the  environmental  quality 
objectives  in  that  it  minimizes  certain  adverse  environmental  impacts. 

From  an  overall  standpoint,  plan  A  is  the  most  economical  plan  for 
providing  increased  flood  protection  for  the  study  area.  The  plan  is 
lmplementable  and  acceptable. 
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PLATE  A-1 


IMPLEMENTATION  RESPONSIBILITIES 

COST  ALLOCATIONS 

All  costs  for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  plan  A  would  be 
allocated  to  flood  control. 

COST  APPORTIONMENT 

Under  traditional  cost-sharing  policies  of  the  1936  Flood  Control 
Act  the  total  first  cost  of  $17,938,000  would  be  apportioned  $16,779,000 
to  the  Federal  Government  and  $1,159,000  to  non-Federal  interests.  The 
non-Federal  portion  of  the  first  cost  would  be  the  cost  of  all  lands, 
easements,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations.  All  of  the  estimated  annual 
operation  and  maintenance  costs  for  the  levee  of  $14,000  would  be  borne 
by  the  non-Federal  interests.  Any  costs  associated  with  operation  and 
maintenance  of  or  modifications  to  the  pumping  stations  would  be  borne  by 
non-Federal  interests. 
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PLAN  A1 

PLAN  DESCRIPTION 

This  plan  (shown  on  plate  4)  consists  of  raising  and  strengthening 
the  mainline  levee  to  the  same  specifications  as  in  plan  A. 

Adverse  environmental  Impacts  would  be  minimized  in  this  plan. 
Levee  enlargement  would  be  done  to  the  landside  of  the  existing  levee 
where  existing  borrow  pits  abut  the  levee  so  as  to  not  place  any  fill 
material  in  the  borrow  pits.  The  fill  material  would  be  taken  from  new 
borrow  pits  (10  feet  by  285  feet  by  10  miles  long)  parallel  to  the 
riverside  of  the  levee.  The  distance  from  the  toe  of  the  levee  to  the 
borrow  pits  would  be  approximately  450  feet.  Extra  care  would  be  taken 
to  avoid  bottomland  hardwoods  when  digging  the  new  borrow  pits.  All 
wetlands  contiguous  to  Charity  Lake  and  Sugar  Lake  would  also  be  avoided 
when  digging  the  borrow  pits.  The  construction  of  the  haul  road*  from 
the  new  borrow  pits  would  be  done  in  such  a  way  that  waters  of  wetlands 


and  existing  borrow  pits  hydrolog lea lly  connected  to  Charity  or  Sugar 
Lake  would  not  be  affected  by  the  placement  of  fill  material. 

IMPACT  ASSESSMENT 

NATIONAL  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  IMPACTS 


The  first  cost  of  plan  A1  is  estimated  at  $18,274,000  and  the  total 
annual  cost  estimated  at  $1,515,000,  including  $1,501,000  for  interest 
and  amortization  of  the  initial  investment  and  $14,000  for  operation  and 
maintenance  (October  1980  price  levels). 

The  benefits  attributable  to  plan  Al  are  identical  to  'those  of 
plan  A;  average  annual  net  benefits  are  estimated  at  $574,000,  and  the 
ratio  of  average  annual  benefits  to  average  annual  cost  is  1.38  (7  3/8 
percent  interest  rate). 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

Water  Bodies  and  Associated  Wetlands.  This  plan  would  result  In  direct 
impacts  to  approximately  1  acre  of  open  water  and  wetland.  These  impacts 
would  result  from  the  introduction  of  fill  material  into  the  existing 
borrow  pits  to  serve  as  haul  roads  across  these  areas.  A  Section  404(b) 
evaluation  would  not  be  required  for  this  plan.  As  with  plan  A,  it  is 
eligible  for  exemption  under  Section  404(f). 

Bottomland  Hardwoods  and  Associated  Forests.  This  plan  would  result  in 
comparatively  minimal  impacts  to  forested  areas.  As  indicated  in  the 
plan  description,  destruction  to  forested  areas  would  be  avoided,  with 
limitations,  with  this  plan.  However,  required  haul  roads  through  wooded 
areas  would  result  in  the  destruction  of  approximately  5  acres  of 
forest.  The  kinds  of  Impacts  upon  forests  would  be  the  same  with  this 
plan  as  with  plan  A;  however,  the  quantity  of  impacts  would  be  greatly 
reduced . 
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Agricultural  Land  Resources.  This  plan  would  result  in  the  saae 
beneficial  and  adverse  Impacts  to  all  lands  within  the  mainline  levee  as 
plan  A.  However,  borrow  excavation  In  agricultural  lands  used  as 
pasturelands  outside  the  levee  would  convert  345  acres  of  these  lands  to 
borrow  pits.  This  action  would  constitute  a  total  loss  of  these  lands  to 
agricultural  production. 

Cultural  Resources.  This  plan  would  result  in  the  saae  impacts  as  in 
plan  A  with  the  same  additional  studies  being  conducted  after 
authorization. 

SOCIAL  WELL-BEING  IMPACTS 

Plan  Al's  impact  on  social  well-being  would  be  the  saae  as  plan  A. 

REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  IMPACTS 

PlanAl's  project  construction  and  maintenance  operations  would 
provide  slightly  larger  increases  in  real  income  and  Income  distribution 
than  those  which  would  be  associated  with  plan  A. 


EVALUATION  AND  TRADE-OFF  ANALYSIS 

Plan  Al  fulfills  the  primary  planning  objectives  of  reducing  flood 
damages  and  associated  adverse  social  Impacts  for  the  penal  farm.  It 
also  creates  aquatic  habitat  and  has  a  lesser  impact  on  bottomland 
hardwoods  than  plan  A.  The  estimated  first  cost  is  $18,274,000,  which  is 
somewhat  higher  than  plan  A.  The  benefit-to-cost  ratio  is  1.38  and  the 
excess  average  annual  benefits  over  costs  are  $574,000  which  is  only 
slightly  less  than  plan  A. 

Of  all  plana  considered,  plan  Al  most  closely  meets  both  national 
economic  development  and  environmental  quality  planning  objectives.  It 
is  laplementable  and  acceptable. 
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economically  justified,  plan  A  is  less  costly  and  provides  higher  average 
annual  excess  benefits  over  costs  than  plan  Al.  Table  3  is  a  summary  of 
first  cost,  annual  charges,  benefits  and  benefit-cost  ratios  for  the  two 
detailed  plans.  Detailed  estimates  of  first  costs  for  these  plans  are 
shown  in  table  C-5.  A  summary  comparison  of  the  plsns  is  shown  in 
table  4. 


TABLE  3— FIRST  COST  AND  ANNUAL  CHARGES-DETAILED  LEVEE  PLANS 
(October  1980  price  levels;  7  3/8  percent  interest  rae) 


Plan  A 

Plan  Al 

First  Cost 

$ 

$ 

Lands  1,159,000 

1,159,000 

Construction 

11,985,000 

12,225,000 

Contingencies 

2,996,000 

3,056,000 

Engineering  and  Design 

899,000 

917,000 

Supervision  and  Administration 

899,000 

917,000 

Total  First  Cost 

17,938,000 

18,274,000 

Present  Value  of  Investment 

19,9  71,000 

20,345,000 

Annual  Charges 

Interest  and  Amortization 

1,474,000 

1,501,000 

Operation,  Maintenance,  and  Replacement 

14,000 

14,000 

Total  Annual  Charges 

1,488,000 

1,515,000 

Total  Annual  Benefits 

2,089,000 

2,089,000 

Net  Benefits 

601,000 

574,000 

Benefit-Cost  Ratio 

1.40 

1.38 

S  s 

|  ( 
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APPENDIX  B 


FORMULATION,  ASSESSMENT,  AND 
EVALUATION  OF  DETAILED  PLANS 

FORMULATION  OF  PRELIMINARY  PLANS 


The  formulation  of  the  preliminary  plans  consisted  of  identification 
of  appropriate  measures  responsive  to  the  planning  objectives,  that  were 
scaled  and  combined  into  an  array  of  plans*  The  alternative  plans  con¬ 
sidered  in  this  report  were  evaluted  on  the  basis  of  their  socioeconomic, 
environmental,  and  engineering  factors. 


MANAGEMENT  MEASURES 

In  addition  to  management  measures  that  would  provide  structural 
protection  to  the  penal  facilities,  nonstructural  measures  that  may  be 
employed  to  provide  safety  from  flooding  include  the  relocation  of  the 
facility  and  evacuation  of  inmates,  employees,  and  dependents  during 
flood  periods. 

Measures  for  addressing  the  environmental  quality  study  objectives 
include  the  avoidance  of  placing  fill  material  in  existing  borrow  pits 
and  minimizing  adverse  impacts  to  the  surrounding  bottomland  hardwoods 
and  to  the  existing  natural  lakes  and  bayous. 


PLAN  FORMULATION  RATIONALE  AND  ANALYSIS 
OF  PRELIMINARY  PLANS 

Mississippi  River  overflow  is  the  major  flood  threat  in  the  study 
area.  Mississippi  River  channel  improvement  is  beyond  this  study's 
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scope,  due  to  the  limited  study  area  and  the  large  cost  associated  with 
the  different  features  that  would  be  needed  to  improve  the  channel; 
hence,  levees  or  floodwalls  comprise  the  main  feature  of  any  structural 
plan.  The  maximum  scope  of  levee  work  would  be  to  construct  a  new  levee 
along  the  Mississippi  River's  east  bank  to  encompass  the  entire  study 
area.  Plans  requiring  only  modifications  to  existing  levees  would  be 
less  costly  and  have  fewer  adverse  environmental  impacts  associated  with 
their  construction  than  new  levee  work.  Also,  lands  outside  the  existing 
levee  systems  have  marginal  economic  value.  Thus,  it  was  reasoned  in  the 
preliminary  analyses  that  no  consideration  would  be  given  to  the 
protection  of  adjacent  undeveloped  lands.  Plans  comprising  construction 
of  floodwalls  were  also  discarded  because  of  the  excessive  costs  involved 
and  because  they  were  inconsistent  with  the  levee  designs  for  the  MR&T 
project. 

The  construction  of  a  ring  levee  or  levees  within  the  local  levee 
system  to  increase  protection  to  existing  residences  and  other  existing 
structures  was  ruled  out  due  to  the  high  cost  involved  in  providing  flood 
protection  for  the  large  number  of  sites  that  would  have  to  be  consid¬ 
ered.  Construction  of  these  ring  levees  would  also  result  in  isolation 
of  the  sites  during  a  major  flood  for  an  extended  period  of  time. 
Isolation  of  sites  is  unacceptable  to  the  prison  personnel  for  security 
reasons.  Elevating  future  development  would  also  be  unacceptable  as  it 
too  would  result  in  isolation. 

Locating  planned  future  development  in  flood-free  lands  in  the 
Tunica  Hills  area  was  considered.  The  rugged  terrain  in  this  area  is  not 
suitable  however.  In  addition,  this  would  not  address  the  social  impacts 
of  possible  evacuation  of  prisoners  still  housed  in  the  lowlands  during  a 
flood  event. 

During  periods  when  the  Mississippi  River  is  in  flood,  and  the  area 
Inclosed  by  the  mainline  levee  experiences  heavy  rainfall,  drainage  can 
only  be  accomplished  by  pumping.  This  situation  occurred  in  the  springs 
of  1973  and  1979.  While  structures  within  the  mainline  levee  do  not 
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sustain  damages  from  interior  flooding,  existing  pumping  capacity  is 
Inadequate  to  provide  drainage  relief  for  some  of  the  more  marginal  agri¬ 
cultural  lands  within  the  compound.  It  was  determined  that  the  costs  of 
providing  drainage  Improvements  (pumps  and  channels)  necessary  to  allow 
intensified  usage  of  these  marginal  lands  would  not  be  economically  jus¬ 
tified.  Therefore,  such  improvements  were  not  studied  in  further  detail. 

Nonstructural  plans  considered  include  relocations  of  facilities 
subject  to  flood  damage,  flood-proofing,  flood-forecasting  and  evacuation 
plans,  flood-fighting,  and  land  use  measures.  Relocation  of  the  penal 
facilities'  structures  is  Infeasible  because  of  the  costs  involved, 
social  aspects,  and  difficulties  in  securing  an  adequate  site  for  this 
massive  complex  and  its  population.  At  present  the  state  is  anticipating 
spending  $6,240,000,  of  which  $600,000  is  ongoing  renovation  work,  while 
the  remaining  $5,640,000  is  for  employee  homes  and  apartments  which  will 
be  built  on  high  ground  at  the  base  of  the  Tunica  Hills.  Flood-proofing 
could  be  accomplished  at  Angola  by  raising  all  structures  on  pilings  to 
an  elevation  above  that  of  the  design  flood.  In  the  event  of  a  breach  in 
the  levee,  the  penal  farm  would  fill  to  the  average  river  stage  elevation 
of  63  feet  NGVD.  Ground  elevations  presently  vary  from  approximately 
40  to  55  feet  NGVD;  consequently,  a  levee  failure  causes  immediate  and 
massive  flooding  to  a  great  depth.  Flood-proofing  would  not  reduce  the 
threat  to  lives  and,  although  it  would  prevent  damages  to  structures,  the 
amount  would  not  be  sufficient  for  justification.  Therefore,  flood- 
proofing  has  been  determined  to  be  impractical  and  expensive.  Flood¬ 
forecasting  for  the  Mississippi  River  is  adequate;  however,  the  immense 
financial  and  logistical  problems  involved  in  evacuating  thousands  of 
prisoners  in  the  event  of  a  future  flood  threat  are  prodigious.  The  cost 
of  a  long  term  evacuation  in  the  event  of  a  levee  crevasse  would  be 
approximately  $4,600,000.  A  short  term  evacuation,  where  a  crevasse  did 
not  occur,  would  cost  approximately  $1,250,000.  More  detailed 
information  on  inmate  evacuation  and  subsistence  costs  can  be  found  in 
appendix  E.  The  state  has  flood-fighting  capability  as  evidenced  by 
their  efforts  during  the  1973  flood.  Only  measures  comprising  construc¬ 
tion  of  levees  together  with  the  provision  of  an  adequate  interior 


drainage  system  would  respond  to  the  objective  of  reducing  potential 
damages  from  future  floods.  Therefore,  all  feasible  nonstructural 
measures  are  already  part  of  the  without-pro ject  condition. 


ANALYSIS  OF  PLANS  CONSIDERED 

Nonstructural  measures  described  in  the  previous  section  do  not 
independently  respond  to  the  objective  of  providing  a  high  degree  of 
flood  protection  to  the  existing  and  planned  facilities  of  the  state 
penitentiary  at  Angola. 

Seven  structural  plans  were  considered  for  improvement  of  the  levee 
system  at  Angola.  Plan  descriptions  and  comparisons  of  costs,  environ¬ 
mental  impacts,  and  benefits  for  these  plans  are  provided  in  subsequent 
paragraphs . 


DESCRIPTION  OF  PLANS 

The  alternative  plans  are  discussed  below.  (See  plate  B-l  for  map 
of  area.) 

Plan  A  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  raising  and  strengthening  the 
existing  mainline  levee  to  a  maximum  elevation  of  71.5  feet  which  would 
provide  protection  from  the  Project  Design  Flood  (PDF)  (67.5  feet  plus 
4-foot  freeboard).  The  levee  enlargement  would  be  in  conjunction  with 
seepage  relief  wells  or  with  seepage  berms.  The  levee  would  have  a 
10-foot  crown  with  side  slopes  of  1  vertical  on  5.5  horizontal  on  the 
landslde  and  1  vertical  on  4  horizontal  on  the  riverside.  No  major 
improvements  to  the  existing  Interior  drainage  system  are  included  in 
this  plan  other  than  replacement  in  kind  of  the  existing  pair  of  6-  by 
6-foot  concrete  culverts  with  two  new  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culverts  with 
sliding  vertical  sluice  gates  at  mainline  levee  station  557+50. 

Plan  B  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
mainline  levee  (except  for  the  reach  between  mainline  levee  stations 
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148+81  and  290+00)  and  the  Monkey  Island  levee  to  provide  protection  from 
the  PDF.  All  of  the  improvements  including  the  design  criteria  of  the 
levee  would  be  the  same  as  plan  A.  A  drainage  structure  and  pumping 
station  (17,000  gpm  capacity)  would  be  installed  at  Monkey  Island  levee 
station  153+00. 

Plan  C  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
mainline  levee  (except  for  the  reach  tween  mainline  levee  stations 
293+00  and  448+00)  and  the  Charity  Lake  levee  to  provide  protection  from 
the  PDF.  All  of  the  improvements  including  the  design  criteria  of  the 
levee  would  be  the  same  as  plan  A.  A  drainage  structure  and  pumping 
station  (21,000  gpm  capacity)  would  be  installed  at  Charity  Lake  levee 
station  10+00. 

Plan  D  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
mainline  levee  (except  for  the  reaches  between  mainline  levee  stations 
148+81  and  290+00  and  between  stations  293+00  and  448+00),  Monkey  Island 
levee  and  Charity  Lake  levee  to  provide  protection  from  the  PDF.  All  the 
elements  including  levee  design  and  drainage  structures  discussed  in 
plans  A,  B,  and  C  would  be  incorporated  in  this  plan. 

Plan  E  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
mainline  levee  as  in  plan  A  while  raising  the  Monkey  Island  levee  to 
provide  approximately  10-year  flood  protection  (maximum  height  of 
61  feet).  The  specifications  for  the  10-year  levee,  except  for  height, 
would  be  the  same  as  those  proposed  for  full  protection.  New  drainage 
structures  for  these  areas  would  be  identical  to  those  described  for 
plans  A  and  B. 

Plan  F  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
mainline  levee  as  in  plan  A  while  raising  the  Charity  Lake  levee  to 
provide  approximately  10-year  flood  protection  (maximum  height  of 
61  feet).  The  specifications  for  the  10-year  levee,  except  for  height, 
would  be  the  same  as  those  proposed  for  full  protection.  New  drainage 
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structures  for  these  areas  would  be  identical  to  those  described  for 
plans  A  and  C. 

Plan  G  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
mainline  levee  as  in  plan  A  while  raising  the  Monkey  Island  and  Charity 
Lake  levees  to  provide  approximately  10-year  flood  protection.  All  the 
elements  of  plans  A,  E,  and  F  would  be  incorporated  in  this  plan. 

COMPARATIVE  ASSESSMENT  AND  EVALUATION  OF  ALTERNATIVES 


All  of  the  plans  investigated  would  provide  protection  to  the 
penitentiary  buildings  from  the  MR&T  PDF.  Some  of  the  plans  also  provide 
varying  levels  of  protection  to  the  outlying  agricultural  areas.  The 
increases  in  the  design  flowline  resulting  from  changes  in  the  overbank 
flood  conditions  caused  by  the  alternative  levee  alinements  are 
considered  minor  and  will  not  impact  the  operation  of  the  Old  River 
control  structure  and/or  the  Red  River  backwater  area  fuseplug  levee. 
Details  of  these  impacts  are  contained  in  appendix  C. 

The  rehabilitation  of  the  levee  would  include  a  riverside  and/or 
landside  enlargement  of  the  existing  levee  and  control  measures  for 
seepage  problems  observed  along  this  levee  system  during  the  flood  of 
1973.  The  two  methods  considered  for  controlling  underseepage  were 
landside  seepage  berms  and  relief  wells.  Since  the  seepage  analysis  was 
based  on  very  limited  boring  information  which  did  not  indicate  a  seepage 
problem,  the  recommendations  in  this  report  were  made  based  on  observed 
seepage  during  the  1973  high  water.  The  recommendation  to  provide  for 
underseepage  control  was  made  with  the  intent  that  more  borings  would  be 
needed  to  further  study  both  stability  and  seepage  in  future  detailed 
designs.  These  points  are  addressed  in  appendix  C,  and  additional 
borings  will  be  taken  once  a  levee  plan  is  approved. 

Relief  wells  were  ruled  out  for  controlling  the  underseepage 
problems  since  they  would  increase  the  amount  of  underseepage  entering 
the  protected  area,  thus  requiring  more  water  to  be  handled  by  the 
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interior  drainage  system  and  pumping  stations.  They  would  also  require 
more  maintenance  and  testing  which  would  increase  necessary  maintenance 
cost,  whereas  seepage  berms  are  generally  much  less  costly  to  construct 
and  maintain  than  relief  wells. 

The  major  environmental  impacts  which  could  result  from  the  Imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  plans  include  the  destruction  of  bottomland  hardwoods 
and  wetlands  which  serve  as  Important  wildlife  habitats,  and  short  term 
deterioration  of  water  quality  caused  by  resuspension  of  sediments. 

Bottomland  hardwoods  and  associated  forests  were  considered  to  be 
the  most  significant  environmental  resource  in  the  study  area.  Since 
they  provide  important  wildlife  habitat,  negative  Impacts  are  highly 
undesirable.  The  acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods  that  would  be  adversely 
affected  by  each  plan  are  shown  in  Table  B-l. 

TABLE  B-l— ACRES  OF  BOTTOMLAND  HARDWOODS  AFFECTED 

Alternative  PlanB 

A  JJ  C  D  E  F  G 
Acres  affected  79  410  141  439  261  79  261 

Low-lying  portions  of  the  study  area  in  the  Monkey  Island  and 
Charity  Lake  areas  are  frequently  flooded.  The  periodic  inundations 
serve  to  rejuvenate  these  areas  by  opening  up  new  and  productive  areas 
for  fish  and  aquatic  animals.  Except  for  pla„  A,  which  does  not  affect 
these  low-lying  areas,  the  other  plans  Investigated  would  reduce  the 
rejuvenating  effect  to  these  areas  In  various  Agrees.  These  other  plans 
would  have  a  detrimental  effect  on  the  wetland  areas  by  encouraging  a 
switch  to  agricultural  usage  and  loss  of  wildlife  haoltat. 

Construction  activities  would  have  some  short  term  Impacts  on  water 
quality  within  the  study  area.  The  construction  of  temporary  haul  roads 
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across  Che  existing  borrow  pits  would  cause  the  introduction  of  suspended 
sediments  into  the  waters  of  the  borrow  pits.  Increased  suspended 
sediments  would  increase  the  turbidity  in  the  borrow  pit  waters  and  could 
be  accompanied  by  lowering  of  dissolved  oxygen  levels  and  release  of 
nutrients. 

Some  suspended  sediments  could  also  be  introduced  into  the  small 
lakes  and  bayous  of  the  study  area  incidental  to  excavation  and  earth- 
moving  operations.  The  effects  of  increased  suspended  sediments  would  be 
short  term  only.  Because  construction  activities  would  be  accomplished 
through  the  use  of  mechanical  earth-moving  equipment,  significant  release 
of  pesticides  and  metals  which  could  potentially  be  trapped  in  the  borrow 
and  fill  material  would  be  unlikely. 

The  introduction  of  fill  material  into  existing  borrow  pits  will  be 
avoided  by  constructing  landward  levee  enlargements  in  locations  where 
the  existing  borrow  pits  abut  the  levee.  Borrow  pits  would  be  created 
and/or  enlarged.  The  enlargement  or  creation  of  borrow  pits  would  create 
aquatic  habitat.  Quality  of  the  habitat  created  would  be  dependent  upon 
borrow  pit  design.  The  borrow  pits  located  inside  the  Monkey  Island  and 
Charity  Lake  levees  would  be  adversely  affected  by  plans  B  through  G 
since  the  rejuvenating  flooding  effect  would  be  reduced  as  previously 
described.  The  possibility  exists  for  creation  of  high  quality  aquatic 
habitat  which  would  be  beneficial  to  terrestrial  species  such  as  waaing 
birds,  waterfowl,  and  furbearers,  as  well  as  aquatic  species. 

The  economic  analysis  was  based  on  a  100-year  project  life.  It  was 
assumed  that  three  mainline  levee  crevasses  would  occur  during  this  time, 
causing  substantial  damage  to  structures  and  agriculture  and 
necessitating  long  term  evacuation  of  the  prison  inmates.  The  basis  for 
these  levee  crevasses  was  derived  from  the  Mississippi  River  stage 
frequency  curve,  at  the  Bed  River  Landing  gauge  directly  across  from 
Angola.  The  net  elevation  of  the  existing  levee  system  is  63  feet, 
including  2  feet  of  freeboard,  while  the  project  elevation  in  the  area  is 
somewhat  higher.  River  stages  which  could  cause  failure  of  the  levee 
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RATIONALE  FOR  NATIONAL  ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT  PLAN 


Plan  A  would  provide  Che  maximum  average  annual  excess  benefits  over 
cost  and  therefore,  was  designated  the  national  economic  development 
plan. 


RATIONALE  FOR  LEAST  ENVIRONMENTALLY 
DAMAGING  PLAN 

Both  plans  A  and  A1  would  create  the  same  amount  of  aquatic  habitat 
through  the  digging  of  the  borrow  pits  which  would  provide  for  more 
wildlife  habitat;  however,  plan  A1  would  Impact  less  on  woodlands  and 
wetlands  and  thus  would  be  more  desirable,  from  an  environmental 
standpoint,  than  plan  A  and  was  therefore  designated  the  least 
environmentally  damaging  plan. 


RATIONALE  FOR  RECOMMENDED  PLAN 


Both  plans  A  and  A1  would  provide  approximately  $600,000  average 
annual  excess  benefits  over  costs  while  plan  Al's  environmental  impacts 
would  be  less  than  plan  A.  From  an  overall  standpoint,  the  minor 
Increases  In  cost  associated  with  plan  A1  are  small  when  compared  to  the 
greater  adverse  environmental  Impacts  that  would  accompany  plan  A. 
Therefore,  plan  A1  is  selected  for  recommendation. 


CONCLUSION 

The  level  of  protection  currently  provided  to  the  Louisiana  State 
Penitentiary  constitutes  a  serious  problem,  not  only  for  the  inmates  and 
the  employees  residing  at  Angola  but  for  the  rest  of  the  state  as  well. 
In  the  event  of  an  actual  or  threatened  levee  crevasse,  evacuation  and 
relocation  of  the  prisoners  would  be  a  tremendous  logistical  problem. 
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have  a  frequency  of  occurrence  of  once  in  30  years,  on  the  average,  or 
approximately  three  times  during  the  100-year  project  life.  It  was 
assumed  that  after  each  failure  the  levee  would  be  rebuilt  to  prior 
conditions. 

A  stage  of  60  feet  NGVD  and  a  forecast  of  a  continued  rising  crest 
is  considered  appropriate  for  determining  the  frequency  of  an  emergency 
evacuation.  Such  a  crest  should  occur  about  every  20  years  of  project 
life.  Significant  amounts  for  flood-fight  efforts  were  expended  during 
the  high  water  periods  of  1973  and  1979.  In  both  instances,  additional 
state  aid  was  required  to  maintain  a  sandbagging  effort.  Crests  in  1973 
and  1979  were  58.2  and  59.2,  respectively.  In  1974  and  1975,  flood 
crests  were  lower.  In  1974,  flood-fighting  costs  were  nominal,  whereas 
in  1975,  a  flood  crest  somewhat  higher  than  in  1974  required  flood¬ 
fighting,  although  not  to  the  extent  of  1973  or  1979.  Therefore,  it  was 
assumed  that  no  future  significant  flood-fighting  would  take  place  at 
stages  less  than  those  where  flood-fighting  began  in  the  flooding  of 
1975,  or  at  an  8-year  frequency. 

Flood  damages  which  would  be  prevented  by  all  action  plans  or 
savings  in  costs  which  result  from  the  increased  protection  from  all 
action  plans  include:  damages  prevented  to  structures,  savings  in 
emergency  evacuation  and  subsistence  costs,  and  savings  in  emergency 
flood-fight  costs . 

Although  borrow  areas  created  during  construction  would  afford  some 
additional  recreational  potential  for  fishing,  recreation  benefits  cannot 
be  calculated  as  public  access  is  limited.  Future  use  of  the  borrow 
areas  by  facility  employees  and  their  families  is  expected  to  be  minimal. 

Table  B-2  is  a  summary  of  the  first  costs,  annual  charges,  benefits 
and  benefit-cost  ratios  for  the  alternative  plans.  Detailed  estimates  of 
first  costs  are  shown  in  tables  C-4  and  C-5.  In  addition  to  the  overall 
benefit-cost  ratio,  an  incremental  benefit-cost  ratio  was  computed  for 
plans  B  through  G  with  plan  A  being  the  base  condition.  The  Incremental 
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Besides  the  security  problem  of  transporting  and  housing  thousands  of 
prisoners,  public  sentiment  is  against  temporarily  housing  prisoners  in 
other  parts  of  the  state.  In  addition  to  the  adverse  social  effects 
associated  with  prisoner  relocation,  there  exists  the  potential  for  loss 
of  life  as  well  as  the  potential  for  structural  damages  and  agricultural 
losses. 

The  recommended  plan  would  provide  protection  to  the  penitentiary 
from  the  Project  Design  Flood  for  the  Mississippi  River.  The  possibility 
of  a  levee  crevasse  with  its  attendant  disruption  and  costs  would  be 
greatly  reduced.  Flood  damages  to  agriculture  would  also  be  reduced. 
This  plan  is  also  the  least  environmentally  damaging  plan  and  would 
provide  for  the  creation  of  345  acres  of  aquatic  habitat  while  minimizing 
the  adverse  Impacts  on  bottomland  hardwoods.  Although  the  recommended 
plan  has  a  slightly  higher  cost  than  the  NED  plan,  this  cost  increase  is 
justified  by  the  preservation  of  the  bottomland  hardwoods. 

A  summary  of  the  cost  and  benefits  associated  with  the  recommended 
plan  at  1981  price  levels  and  the  current  interest  rate  (7  5/8  percent) 
is  presented  in  table  5. 
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TABLE  B-2— FIRST  COST  AMD  ANNUAL  CHARGES- PRELIMINARY  LEVEE  PLANS 


o  o  o  o  o 
o  o  o  o  o 

oo  sr  oo  co 
CM  f*.  On  00  CO 
■O  H  fv^  in  tA 


o  o  o  o  o 
O  O  O  O  o 
o  o  o  o  o 

A  «  •>  *  • 

>C  N  O' 

in  OO  Os  o  O 

rs  no  h 


o  o  o 

o  o  o 

o  o  o 


O  O  O  O  o 
O  O  O  O  o 
o  o  o  o  o 

o  in  <»  m  m 
mnaosN 
n  o  m  n  w 


o  o  o 

o  o  o 

o  o  o 


80808 

00000 


O'  O  M  n  n 

O'  m  h  00  00 
</>««*.» 
<  «  H  H 


00888 

O  ©  ©  ©  ©^ 

n  cn  a  in  m 
O'  vO  H  O' 
o  nhnn 


8  81  8 

°.  °J  °. 

'O*  cm!  00 


§0000 
0000 
00000 

vo  n  h  «o  «o 

W->  <0  <M  ^  ^ 

O  cm  00  •+  ** 


88  8 

o  ©  © 

in  s  CM 

O  cm  r> 


O'  n  no  o'  O' 

n  co  O'  w  O' 

H  O'  O'  co  ® 


00  © 

00  © 

00  o 


00  o>  — < 

00  00  o 

•*  O  VO 


«j  3  *  * 

O-H  MS 
*H  V  S3  O 

V»  a  «H  *H 

ovum 

iszt 

m  w  *.s  c  w 

?  S  o  IK 

<0  0  0  3  3 
J  O  O  H  CO 


«  *a  * 

i  is 
$  1  3 

«H  >H  It 

«•  * 


TABLE  5 


RECOMMENDED  PLAN  -  BENEFITS  AND  COST 
(Interest  rate  -  7  5/8  Percent,  Oct  81  price  levels) 


First  Cost 


Recommended  Plan 
Plan  A1 
($) 


Lands 

Construction 
Contingencies 
Engineering  and  Design 
Supervision  and  Administration 
Total  First  Cost 
Present  Value  of  Investment 


1,159,000 

14,227,000 

3,574,000 

1,070,000 

1,070,000 

21,100,000 

23,575,000 


Annual  Charges 


Interest  and  Amortization  1,799,000 
Operation,  Maintenance,  and  Replacement  15,000 
Total  Annual  Charges  1,814,000 
Total  Annual  Benefits  2,298,000 
Net  Benefits  484,000 
Benefit-Cost  Ratio  1.27 


I 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 


I  have  considered  all  significant  aspects  of  this  study  Including 
environmental  and  economic  effects  and  engineering  feasibility  as  they 
relate  to  the  overall  public  interest.  I  recommend  that  the  existing 
Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  project,  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  approved  15  May  1928,  be  modified  so  as  to  incorporate  the 
mainline  levee  at  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  at  Angola  into  the 
Federal  levee  system  to  provide  protection  from  the  Project  Design  Flood 
in  accordance  with  plan  A1  selected  herein  with  such  further 
modifications  thereto  as  at  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may 
be  advisable;  at  a  first  cost  to  the  United  States  presently  estimated  at 
$21,100,000  with  annual  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  costs  to 
be  borne  by  non-Federal  interests  presently  estimated  at  $15,000. 

The  traditional  requirements  for  local  cooperation  for  the 
Mississippi  River  levee  project  are  specified  in  Section  3  of  the  1928 
Flood  Control  Act.  This  report  contains  information  based  upon 
application  of  the  following  traditional  requirements. 

a.  Maintain  all  flood  control  works  after  their  completion,  except 
controlling  and  regulating  spillway  structures,  Including  special  relief 
levees,  maintenance  Includes  normally  such  matters  as  cutting  grass, 
removal  of  weeds,  local  drainage,  and  minor  repairs  of  main  river  levees; 

b.  Agree  to  accept  land  turned  over  to  them  under  provision  of 
Section  4  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1928;  and 

c.  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all  rights-of-way  for 
levee  foundations  and  levees. 

The  Administration  is  reviewing  project  cost-sharing  and  financing 
across  the  entire  spectrum  of  water  resource  development  functions  and 
has  submitted  proposed  legislation  to  Congress  for  navigation  projects. 


significant  beneficial  and  adverse  impacts  and  an  evaluation  and  trade¬ 
off  analysis  are  discussed.  Responsibilities  for  implementation  are 
presented  for  each  of  the  detailed  plans .  Also  presented  is  the  cost 
apportionment  based  on  traditional  cost-sharing  policies. 


PLAN  A 

PLAN  DESCRIPTION 


This  plan  (shown  on  plate  B-2)  consists  of  raising  and  strengthening 


The  basic  principle  governing  Che  development  of  specific  cost-sharing 
policies  is  that  whenever  possible  the  cost  of  services  produced  by  water 
projects  should  be  paid  for  by  their  direct  beneficiaries.  It  also  is 
recognized  that  the  Federal  Government  can  no  longer  bear  the  major 
portion  of  the  financing  of  water  projects.  New  sources  of  project 
financing,  both  public  and  private,  will  have  to  be  found. 

While  specific  policies  applicable  to  the  Louisiana  State 
Penitentiary  Levee,  Mississippi  River,  project  have  not  yet  been 
established,  non-Federal  interests  can  expect  that,  under  the 
Administration's  financing  and  cost-sharing  principles,  the  level  of 
their  financial  participation  will  need  to  be  significantly  greater  than 
in  the  past.  Accordingly,  I  recommend  authorization  to  construct  and  to 
otherwise  implement  the  project  subject  to  cost-sharing  and  financing 
arrangements  which  are  satisfactory  to  the  President  and  Congress. 

In  a  letter  dated  28  December  1981,  the  Louisiana  Department  of 
Corrections  expressed  its  acceptance  of  and  support  for  this  project  and 
indicated  its  willingness  to  financially  participate,  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  Louisiana  Legislature.  This  letter  has  been  included  in 
Appendix  G. 
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distance  between  the  toe  of  the  improved  levee  and  the  borrow  pits  would 
be  approximately  450  feet. 
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IMPACT  ASSESSMENT 

NATIONAL  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  IMPACTS 

The  first  cost  of  plan  A  is  estimated  at  $17,938,000  and  the  total 
annual  cost  estimated  at  $1,488,000,  including  $1,474,000  for  Interest 
and  amortization  of  the  initial  investment  and  $14,000  for  operation  and 
maintenance . 

The  benefits  attributable  to  plan  A  are  estimated  to  average 
$2,089,000  annually.  These  benefits  are  attributable  to  savings  in  the 
reduction  of  flood  damages  due  to  the  destruction  of  buildings  and  crops; 
the  deterent  of  the  evacuation  of  prisoners  and  compound  employees  and 
their  dependents,  i.e.,  savings  in  evacuation  costs;  and  savings  in 
emergency  flood-fighting  costs. 

The  average  annual  net  benefits  are  estimated  at  $601,000,  and  the 
ratio  of  average  annual  benefits  to  average  annual  costs  is  1.40. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

Water  Bodies  and  Associated  Wetlands.  This  plan  would  result  in  direct 
impacts  to  approximately  10  acres  of  open  water  and  wetlands.  These 
impacts  would  result  from  excavation  of  borrow  material  from  these  areas 
within  the  confines  of  the  borrow  area  alinement  as  indicated  on  plate  2 
and  the  deposition  of  fill  material  for  haul  roads  into  the  existing 
borrow  pits.  Constructing  activities  would  cause  immediate  increases  in 
turbidity  and  resultant  decreases  in  light  penetration  in  the  affected 
borrow  pits'  waters.  The  excavation  action  would  result  in  the  removal 
of  the  vegetative  canopy  which  would  eventually  allow  greater  light 
intensity  and  subsequently  higher  water  temperatures  and  greater 
photosynthetic  activity.  A  Section  404(b)  (Clean  Water  Act)  evaluation 


would  not  be  required  for  this  plan.  Section  404(f)  provides  exemptions 
for  temporary  haul  roads.  Construction  the  haul  roads  with  culverts  to 
allow  natural  water  movement  to  continue  and  removing  the  roads  after 
completion  of  construction  alleviates  the  need  for  a  404(b)  study.  The 
impact  of  this  plan  upon  the  water  quality  of  the  Mississippi  River  would 
be  insignificant.  Impacts  upon  wetland  resources  would  be  negative,  due 
to  the  reduction  of  the  area  of  normal  water  fluctuations,  of  general 
habitat,  food  chain  productivity,  and  nesting,  spawning,  rearing,  and 
resting  sites  for  terrestrial  and  aquatic  species. 

Bottomland  Hardwoods  and  Associated  Forests.  This  plan  would  result  in 
the  destruction  of  approximately  79  acres  of  forests.  These  losses  would 
occur  due  to  clearing  for  the  borrow  excavation  area  and  for  haul  roads 
between  the  excavation  area  and  the  levee.  The  destruction  of  these 
forested  areas  would  reduce  the  buffer  effect  presently  provided  against 
river  wave  action  to  the  levee  and  the  soil-holding  function  provided  by 
growing  tree  roots.  After  construction,  natural  forest  succession  would 
eventually  result  in  the  establishment  of  bottomland  hardwood  forests  on 
those  areas  cleared  for  haul  roads.  Significant  sediment  deposition  has 
not  been  occurring  recently  in  proposed  borrow  pit  areas;  therefore,  a 
mixture  of  riverfront  hardwood  species,  depending  upon  the  seed  source, 
would  become  established  on  those  cleared  areas. 

Fishery  Resources.  This  plan  calls  for  the  excavation  of  approximately 
345  acres  of  borrow  pit  resulting  in  the  conversion  of  that  entire  area 
to  aquatic  habitat  available  for  fisheries  utilization.  Habitat  quality 
would  be  very  low  in  the  borrow  pits  initially  as  diversity  would  be 
lacking  completely  until  submergent  vegetation  becomes  established.  Fish 
populations  would  be  established  in  most  borrow  pits  by  inundation  from 
high  spring  river  flows,  but  population  development  would  be  dependent 
upon  population  development  of  lower  members  of  the  food  chain.  Fish 
population  development  in  the  Charity  Lake  borrow  pit  area  would  not 
progress  at  the  same  rate  as  other  areas  due  to  infrequent  river 
flooding.  Fish  population  establishment  in  this  area  would  be  dependent 
upon  a  hydraulic  connection  to  Charity  Lake.  Suitable  spawning  areas 
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Recreational  Resources.  The  borrow  areas  created  during  project 
construction  would  afford  some  additional  recreational  potential  for 
fishing.  When  the  eventual  overbank  flooding  by  the  Mississippi  River 
occurs,  a  natural  restocking  process  will  supply  and  rejuvenate  these 
borrow  areas  with  native  game  fish  and  rough  fish  species.  The  future 
occasional  use  of  the  borrow  areas  by  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary 
employees  and  their  dependents  is  forecasted  to  be  minimal. 

Agricultural  Land  Resources.  This  plan  would  result  in  beneficial 
impacts  through  the  prevention  of  a  levee  crevasse  to  the  mainline  levee 
and  the  resulting  inundation  of  approximately  9,240  acres  of  prime  and 
unique  farmlands.  This  action  would  further  insure  the  preservation  and 
continual  utilization  of  these  highly  productive  agricultural  lands.  A 
comparatively  insignificant  number  of  cropland  acres  would  receive 
adverse  impacts  in  areas  where  landside  levee  enlargement  and  seepage 
berms  are  required.  These  changes  of  farmland  to  levee  and  seepage  berms 
still  have  a  potential  of  pastureland  usage  causing  the  Impacts  to  be 
even  smaller.  Riverside  borrow  excavation  would  also  convert  266  acres 
of  agricultural  lands,  which  are  used  primarily  as  pasturelands  and  are 
not  classified  as  prime  farmland,  to  borrow  pits.  This  would  constitute 
a  total  loss  of  these  lands  to  agricultural  production. 

Cultural  Resources.  This  plan  would  not  affect  any  cultural  resources 
presently  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  Because  of 
its  proximity  to  the  confluence  of  the  Mississippi  and  Red  Rivers,  the 
study  area  has  been  an  advantageous  location  for  trade,  settlement  or 
encampment  through  time.  During  the  Civil  War,  Tunica  Bend  and  Raccourci 
Island  were  sites  of  several  small  naval  encounters.  Late  19th  century 
Mississippi  River  Commission  maps  identify  the  present  penitentiary 
grounds  as  Angola  Plantation.  It  is  expected  that  additional  sites  exist 
along  the  base  of  the  hill  line,  along  Davis,  Bobs,  and  Loch  Lomond 
Bayous,  and  on  natural  levees  adjacent  to  relict  Mississippi  River 
channels  such  as  Charity  Lake,  Sugar  Lake,  and  Lake  Ki Harney.  An 
intensive  cultural  resources  survey  of  the  proposed  impact  zone  will  be 
conducted  during  advanced  feasibility  studies  (Phase  1  AE&D).  The  impact 
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1.  SUMMARY 

1.1  MAJOR  CONCLUSIONS  AND  FINDINGS 


The  purpose  of  this  study  was  to  determine  the  most  suitable  plan  for 
reducing  flood  damages  to  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  and  avoiding 
adverse  social  impacts  while  safeguarding  the  environment.  Plan  A  has 
been  designated  as  the  National  Economic  Development  (NED)  Plan.  This 
designation  is  based  on  the  fact  that  it  would  provide  the  maximum 
average  annual  excess  benefits  over  cost.  Neither  Plan  A  nor  Plan  A1 
would  make  positive  contributions  to  the  environmental  quality  account, 
although  both  plans  would  create  additional  aquatic  habitat  through 
excavation  of  new  borrow  pits.  However,  Plan  A1  would  result  in 
significantly  less  environmental  degradation  than  Plan  A.  Thus,  the 
comparative  reduction  in  adverse  impacts  to  forest  resources  and  the 
important  wildlife  habitat  which  it  would  provide  are  the  basis  for  the 
designation  of  Plan  A1  as  the  Least  Environmentally  Damaging  (LED) 
Plan.  Both  Plan  A  and  Plan  A1  would  provide  the  same  amount  of  flood 
protection  with  Plan  A  providing  more  average  annual  excess  benefits  over 
cost  than  Plan  Al.  But  from  an  overall  standpoint,  the  minor  increases 
in  cost  associated  with  Plan  A-l  would  be  small  when  compared  to  the 
adverse  environmental  impacts  that  would  accompany  Plan  A.  Therefore, 
Plan  A-l  was  selected  for  recommendation.  Both  of  these  plans  propose 
locating  actions  within  the  flood  plain,  which  is  contrary  to  the  intent 
of  Executive  Order  11988  which  tends  to  discourage  development  within 
flood  plains.  However,  these  plans  consist  of  modifications  of  an 
existing  structure  already  within  the  flood  plain  instead  of  initial 
actions  or  development  within  the  flood  plain.  This  fact,  together  with 
the  strong  social  resistance  of  the  citlsenry  of  the  state  to  prisoner 
relocation,  mandates  that  there  is  no  practical  alternative  to  retaining 
this  action  within  the  flood  plain.  Protection  and  minimization  of 
Impacts  upon  wetlands  as  proposed  in  Executive  Order  11990  was  considered 
in  plan  formulation.  Both  of  these  alternatives  propose  actions  which 
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corridor  appears  to  follow  a  relict  19th  century  river  course.  If  sites 
are  located  within  this  corridor,  it  is  expected  that  the  majority  will 
be  historic  and  may  include  buried  shipwrecks. 

SOCIAL  WELL-BEING  IMPACTS 

Plan  A  would  have  significant  effects  on  social  well-being  in  the 
study  area  as  well  as  the  State  of  Louisiana  as  a  whole.  The  evacuation 
of  the  prisoners  would  cause  undue  hardship  to  both  residents  surrounding 
the  prison  as  well  as  to  residents  of  areas  to  which  the  prisoners  would 
be  transferred.  The  implementation  of  this  plan  would  serve  to  alleviate 
the  risk  of  evacuating  the  prisoners,  thereby  producing  a  favorable 
affect  on  the  social  well-being  of  the  area  as  a  whole. 

REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  IMPACTS 

The  Induced  development  effected  by  plan  A  would  be  the  utilization 
of  the  underemployed  labor  potential  that  is  located  in  the  study  area. 
Project  construction  and  maintenance  operations  would  provide  minor 
increases  in  real  Income  and  income  distribution. 


EVALUATION  AND  TRADE-OFF  ANALYSIS 


Plan  A  fulfills  the  primary  planning  objectives  of  reducing  flood 
damages  and  associated  adverse  social  impacts  for  the  penal  farm.  The 
estimated  first  cost  is  $17,938,000.  The  benefit-to-cost  ratio  is  1.40 
and  the  excess  average  annual  benefits  over  cost  are  $601,000,  the  higher 
of  the  two  plans. 

Plan  A  also  complies  with  some  of  the  environmental  quality 
objectives  in  that  it  creates  aquatic  habitat. 

From  an  overall  standpoint,  plan  A  is  the  most  economical  plan  for 
providing  increased  flood  protection  for  the  study  area.  The  plan  is 
implementable  and  acceptable. 


would  adversely  Impact  wetlands  to  some  degree.  The  LEO  Plan,  however, 
would  result  In  negligible  Impacts  to  wetlands  and,  therefore,  would  be 
more  responsive  to  the  concept  of  wetland  protection.  A  Section 
404(b)(1)  Evaluation  is  not  required  with  the  Implementation  of  Plan  A1 
since  the  only  alteration  to  any  fora  of  wetland  would  be  the 
construction  of  temporary  haul  roads  across  borrow  pits.  These  roads 
would  be  removed  after  construction.  This  exception  is  provided  for 
under  Section  404(f)  of  the  Clean  Hater  Act. 

1.2  AREA  OF  CONTROVERSY 

No  controversy  requiring  resolution  occurred  during  this  stage  of  the 
study. 

1.3  UNRESOLVED  ISSUES 


There  are  no  unresolved  Issues  in  this  study 


IMPLEMENTATION  RESPONSIBILITIES 

COST  ALLOCATIONS 


All  costs  for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  plan  A  would  be 
allocated  to  flood  control. 


COST  APPORTIONMENT 


Under  traditional  cost-sharing  policies  of  the  1936  Flood  Control 
Act  the  total  first  cost  of  $17,938,000  would  be  apportioned  $16,779,000 


Adverse  environmental  impacts  would  be  minimized  in  this  plan. 
Levee  enlargement  would  be  done  to  the  landside  of  the  existing  levee 
where  existing  borrow  pits  abut  the  levee  so  as  not  to  place  any  fill 
material  in  the  borrow  pits.  The  fill  material  would  be  taken  from  new 
borrow  pits  (10  feet  by  285  feet  by  10  miles  long)  parallel  to  the 


NOTES:  The  compliance  categories  assigned  in  paragraph  1.4  are  based  on 
the  following  definitions: 

a.  Full  compliance  -  Having  met  all  requirements  of  the  statute, 
E.O.,  or  other  environmental  requirements  for  the  current  stage  of 
planning  (either  pre  or  post  authorization). 

b.  Partial  compliance  -  Not  having  met  some  of  the  requirements  that 
normally  are  met  in  the  current  stage  of  planning. 

c.  Noncompliance  -  Violation  of  a  requirement  of  the  statute,  E.O., 
or  other  environmental  requirement. 

d.  Not  Applicable  -  No  requirements  for  the  statute,  E.O.,  or  other 
environmental  requirement  for  the  current  stage  of  planning. 

*The  Agency' 8  responsibility  to  inventory  and  assess  all  sites  within  the 
right-of-way  and  to  evaluate  study  impacts  on  all  such  sites  will  be 
fulfilled  during  the  Phase  1  General  Design  Memorandum  stage  with 
Implementation  of  an  intensive  survey* 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


Water  Bodies  and  Associated  Wetlands.  This  plan  would  result  in  direct 
impacts  to  approximately  1  acre  of  open  water  and  wetland.  These  impacts 
would  result  from  the  introduction  of  fill  material  into  the  existing 
borrow  pits  to  serve  as  haul  roads  across  these  areas.  A  Section  404(b) 
evaluation  would  not  be  required  for  this  plan.  As  with  plan  A,  it  is 
eligible  for  exemption  under  Section  404(f).  The  impacts  of  this  plan 
upon  the  water  quality  of  the  Mississippi  River  would  be  insignificant. 
The  destruction  of  wetland  areas  as  required  by  haul  road  construction 
would  result  in  the  same  kinds  of  impacts  to  terrestrial  and  aquatic 
species  as  listed  for  the  other  plan;  however,  the  extent  of  the  impacts 
would  be  greatly  reduced. 

Bottomland  Hardwoods  and  Associated  Forests.  This  plan  would  result  in 
comparatively  minimal  impacts  to  forested  areas.  As  indicated  in  the 
plan  description,  destruction  to  forested  areas  would  be  avoided,  with 
limitations,  with  this  plan.  However,  required  haul  roads  through  wooded 
areas  would  result  In  the  destruction  of  approximately  5  acres  of 
forest.  The  kinds  of  impacts  upon  forests  would  be  the  same  with  this 
plan  as  with  plan  A;  however,  the  quantity  of  impacts  would  be  greatly 
reduced . 

Fishery  Resources.  This  plan  would  require  the  excavation  of  the  same 
amount  of  borrow  material  and  would  result  in  the  creation  of  the  same 
amount  of  aquatic  habitat  as  would  plan  A.  Impacts  to  fishery  resources 
resulting  from  the  implementation  of  the  plan  would  be  the  same  as  with 
plan  A. 

Wildlife  Resources.  This  plan  would  result  in  comparatively  less  severe 
Impacts  to  terrestrial  wildlife  resources  than  would  implementation  of 
plan  A.  Approximately  5  acres  of  woodlands  would  be  destroyed  with  this 
plan.  As  mentioned  previously,  destruction  or  displacement  of  wildlife 
species  occupying  that  habitat  would  occur.  Destruction  is  more  probable 
since  carrying  capacities  of  adjacent  woodlands  would  probably  remain  the 


1-20 


2.  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


COVER  SHEET .  EIS-1 

1.  SUMMARY .  EIS-3 

1.1  Major  Conclusions  and  Findings... .  EIS-3 

1.2  Area  of  Controversy . . .  EIS-4 

1.3  Unresolved  Issues .  EIS-4 

1.4  Table  -  Relationship  of  Plans  to  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Statutes  and  Other  Environmental  Requirements...  EIS-3 

2.  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS .  EIS-8 

3.  NEED  FOR  AND  OBJECTIVES  OF  STUDY .  EIS-9 

3.1  Study  Authority . . .  EIS-9 

3 . 2  Public  Concerns . .  EIS-9 

3.3  Planning  Objectives .  EIS-10 

4.  ALTERNATIVES .  EIS-11 

4.1  Plans  Eliminated  from  Further  Study .  EIS-11 

4.2  Without  Conditions .  EIS-12 

4.3  Plans  Considered  in  Detail .  EIS-13 

4.4  Table  Comparative  Impacts  of  Alternatives .  EIS-16 

5.  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT .  EIS-17 

5.1  Environmental  Conditions .  EIS-17 

5.2  Significant  Resources .  EIS-18 

6.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS .  EIS-25 

6.1  General . EIS-25 

6.2  Agricultural  Lands .  EIS-25 

6.3  Prison  Facilities.. .  EIS-25 

6.4  National  Register  of  Historic  Places .  EIS-26 

6.5  Water  Bodies  and  Associated  Wetlands .  EIS-26 

6.6  Bottomland  Hardwoods  and  Associated  Forests .  EIS-27 

6.7  Wildlife  Resources . EIS-28 

6.8  Fishery  Resources . EIS-29 

6.9  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species . . .  EIS-30 

6.10  Audubon  Society  Blue  List .  EIS-31 

7.  LIST  OF  PREPARERS . EIS-33 

8.  PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT .  EIS-35 

8.1  Public  Involvement  Program .  EIS-35 

8.2  Required  Coordination . EIS-35 

8.3  Statement  Recipients .  EIS-36 

8.4  Statement  Commentators . EIS-41 

8.5  Public  Views  and  Responses . . .  EIS-42 

9.  Table  -  IMJEX,  REFERENCES,  AND  APPENDIXES .  EIS-44 


EIS-8 


same.  Borrow  pic  excavation  would  also  result  in  the  creation  of  345 
acres  of  aquatic  habitat  with  this  plan  providing  the  same  benefits  to 
wildlife  as  described  previously.  However,  the  conversion  of  345  acres 
of  open  land  to  aquatic  habitat  would  result  in  a  corresponding  loss  to 
wildlife  occupying  open  land  habitat. 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species.  The  implementation  of  this  plan 
would,  overall,  provide  beneficial  impacts  to  endangered  species  within 
the  study  area.  Impacts  resulting  from  this  plan  would  be  practically 
identical  to  those  resulting  from  plan  A.  The  same  amount  of  American 
alligator  habitat  would  be  created  with  the  implementation  of  plan  A1  as 
with  the  implementation  of  plan  A.  Habitat  values  initially  would  be 
low,  but  would  increase  with  time  as  described  for  plan  A. 

Audubon  Society  Blue  List.  Implementation  of  plan  A1  would  not 
significantly  affect  any  species  of  bird  on  the  1981  blue  list.  Since 
less  forest  area  would  be  destroyed  by  plan  A1  than  plan  A,  plan  A1  would 
severely  impact  fewer  species. 

Recreational  Resources.  Implementation  of  this  plan  would  afford  some 
additional  recreational  potential  for  fishing  in  the  new  borrow  areas. 
Impacts  would  be  minimal  as  for  plan  A. 

Agricultural  Land  Resources .  This  plan  would  result  in  the  same 
beneficial  and  adverse  impacts  to  all  lands  within  the  mainline  levee  as 
plan  A.  However,  borrow  excavation  in  agricultural  lands  used  as 
pasturelands  outside  the  levee  would  convert  345  acres  of  these  lands  to 
borrow  pits.  This  action  would  constitute  a  total  loss  of  these  lands  to 
agricultural  production. 

Cultural  Resources .  This  plan  would  result  in  the  same  impacts  as  in 
plan  A  with  the  same  additional  studies  being  conducted  after 
authorization. 
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3.  NEED  FOR  AND  OBJECTIVES 
OF  STUDY 

3.1  STUDY  AUTHORITY 


The  study  was  authorized  by  a  resolution  of  the  Coanittee  on  Public  Works 
of  the  United  States  Senate,  adopted  on  5  September  1973  at  the  request 
of  Senator  Russell  B.  Long  of  Louisiana.  The  resolution  reads  as 
follows : 

RESOLVED  BY  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES  SENATE,  That  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the 
Army,  is  hereby  requested  to  review  the  report  on  the 
Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  Project,  published  as  House 
Document  308  of  the  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  and  other  pertinent 
reports,  with  a  view  to  determining  whether  incorporating  the 
local  levee  at  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  into  the 
Federal  levee  system  is  advisable. 


3.2  PUBLIC  CONCERNS 


The  existing  levee  is  deficient  in  both  grade  and  cross-section.  These 
inadequacies  make  failure  a  possibility  during  high-water  season.  In  the 
event  of  failure  or  the  threat  of  failure,  evacuation  of  the  inmate 
population  would  be  necessary.  Finding  an  alternate  location  for  the 
prisoners  would  pose  a  formidable  problem.  The  area  also  has  seepage  and 
interior  drainage  problems  which  can  be  detrimental  to  the  crops  inside 
the  levee  eystem  during  high  water.  At  the  Initial  public  meeting 
(22  April  1976),  it  was  requested  that  the  Angola  levee  be  Incorporated 
into  the  Federal  levee  system,  the  maximum  justifiable  land  area  be 
protected,  adequate  interior  drainage  facilities  be  provided,  and  an 
access  road  between  the  ferry  landing  and  the  penitentiary  be 
conetructed.  At  the  final  public  meeting,  the  request  for  an  access  road 
was  repeated.  Concern  was  also  expressed  over  the  possible  effect  the 
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SOCIAL  WELL-BEING  IMPACTS 


Plan  A1  would  have  significant  effects  on  social  well-being  in  the 
study  area  as  well  as  the  State  of  Louisiana  as  a  whole*  The  evacuation 
of  the  prisoners  would  cause  undue  hardship  to  residents  surrounding  the 
prison  as  well  as  to  residents  of  areas  to  which  the  prisoners  would  be 
transferred.  The  implementation  of  this  plan  would  serve  to  alleviate 
the  risk  of  evacuating  the  prisoners,  thereby  producing  a  favorable 
affect  on  the  social  well-being  of  the  area  as  a  whole. 

REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  IMPACTS 

The  induced  development  effected  by  plan  A1  would  be  the  utilization 
of  the  underemployed  labor  potential  that  is  located  in  the  study  area. 
Project  construction  and  maintenance  operations  would  provide  minor 
increases  in  real  income  and  income  distribution. 


EVALUATION  AND  TRADE-OFF  ANALYSIS 

Plan  A1  fulfills  the  primary  planning  objectives  of  reducing  flood 
damages  and  associated  adverse  social  impacts  for  the  penal  farm.  The 
estimated  first  cost  is  $18,274,000,  which  is  somewhat  higher  than 
plan  A.  The  benef it-to-cost  ratio  is  1.38  and  the  excess  average  annual 
benefits  over  costs  are  $574,000  which  is  only  slightly  less  than  plan  A. 

Of  all  plans  considered,  plan  A1  most  closely  meets  the  primary 
planning  and  environmental  quality  objectives  in  that  it  minimizes 
adverse  environmental  impacts  as  much  as  possible.  It  is  also 

implementable  and  acceptable  to  all  who  are  concerned. 
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higher  levee  nay  have  oa  local  drainage  in  the  northeaat  corner.  The 
need  to  provide  an  adequate  level  of  flood  protection  for  the  Angola 
area,  while  minimizing  adverse  environmental  impacts,  is  the  major 
problem  to  be  addressed  in  this  study.  The  adverse  social  impact 
associated  with  the  relocation  of  the  inmate  population  in  the  event  of  a 
levee  failure  is  a  problem  inherent  in  meeting  the  basic  objective  of  the 
authorizing  resolution.  An  access  road  is  unrelated  to  flood  control  or 
the  authorizing  resolution,  and  the  expenditure  of  funds  for  such  con¬ 
struction  la  not  a  Corps  of  Engineers  water  resource  planning  function. 
Therefore,  this  request  could  not  be  addressed  in  the  study.  However, 
the  inclusion  of  such  a  road  in  the  design  to  be  constructed  at  non- 
Federal  expense  will  be  considered  in  the  advanced  engineering  and  design 
phase.  The  local  drainage  problem  will  be  addressed  at  that  time  also. 

3.3  PLANNING  OBJECTIVES 

The  goals  of  this  planning  effort  were  to  reduce  flood  damages  at  the 
Loulalana  State  Penitentiary  and  associated  adverse  social  impacts  in  the 
state,  to  preserve  the  remaining  bottomland  hardwoods  in  the  study  area, 
and  to  create  or  enhance  existing  wildlife  habitat. 


IMPLEMENTATION  RESPONSIBILITIES 

COST  ALLOCATIONS 

All  costs  for  the  cone truct Ion  and  maintenance  of  plan  A1  would  be 
allocated  to  flood  control. 

COST  APPORTIONMENT 


Under  traditional  cost-sharing  policies  the  total  first  cost  of 
$18,274,000  would  be  apportioned  $17,115,000  to  the  Federal  Government 
and  $1,159,000  to  non-Federal  interests.  The  non-Federal  portion  of  the 
first  cost  would  be  the  cost  of  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and 
relocations.  All  of  the  estimated  operation  and  maintenance  costs  of 
$14,000  would  be  borne  by  the  non-Federal  interests. 


COMPARISON  OF  DETAILED  PLANS 


Comparative  information  on  the  detailed  plans  is  presented  in 
subsequent  paragraphs  along  with  the  rationale  for  designating  one  of  the 
plans  as  the  national  economic  development  plan,  one  as  the  least 
environmentally  damaging  plan  and  one  as  the  recommended  plan. 

The  two  plans  considered  in  detail  were  structural  plans.  All 
feasible  nonstructural  measures  are  already  part  of  the  without-project 
condition;  i.e. ,  the  nonstructural  plan  is  the  same  as  the  no  action 
plan.  This  plan  does  not  respond  to  the  planning  objectives. 

Both  of  the  plans  considered  in  detail  would  comply  with  the  primary 
planning  objectives  of  reducing  flood  damages  and  associated  adverse 
social  impacts.  Both  plans  are  economically  justified,  but  plan  A  is 
less  costly  and  provides  higher  average  annual  excess  benefits  over  costs 
than  plan  Al.  Plan  A1  includes  provisions  to  avoid  woodland  and  wetland 
areas  when  digging  the  borrow  pits. 
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4.  ALTERNATIVES 


4.1  PLANS  ELIMINATED  FROM  FURTHER  STUDY 

4.1.1  Plan  B.  This  plan  combined  the  Improvements  to  the  mainline 
levee  (minus  reach  between  stations  148+81  and  290+00)  discussed  In 
Plan  A,  as  described  In  detailed  plans  below,  with  Improvements  to  the 
Monkey  Island  levee  to  the  same  design  level  of  protection.  (See  Plate  1 
for  the  general  location  of  all  plans  eliminated  from  further  study). 
Raising  and  strengthening  the  Monkey  Island  levee  would  be  done  In  con¬ 
junction  with  either  seepage  berms  or  relief  wells.  The  new  levee  would 
be  built  to  the  same  specifications  as  the  mainline  levee.  A  drainage 
structure  and  pumping  station  would  be  installed  at  levee  station  153+00 
Monkey  Island  levee. 

4.1.2  Plan  C.  In  addition  to  the  improvements  in  Plan  A  (minus  reach 
between  mainline  levee  stations  293+00  and  448+00),  this  plan  would 
include  the  raising  and  strengthening  of  the  Charity  Lake  levee  to  the 
same  design  level  of  protection.  Improvements  to  Charity  Lake  levee 
would  be  done  in  conjunction  with  either  relief  wells  or  seepage  berms. 
This  levee  would  be  built  to  the  same  specifications  as  the  mainline 
levee.  The  existing  gravity  outlet  structure  for  this  area  would  be 
replaced  with  a  new  structure  and  pumping  station  at  levee  station  10+00 
Charity  Lake  levee. 

4 .1.3  Plan  D.  This  plan  provided  for  raising  and  strengthening  the 
mainline  (minus  reach  between  stations  148+81  and  448+00),  Monkey  Island, 
and  Charity  Lake  levees  to  the  maximum  height  of  71.5  feet  National 
Geodetic  Vertical  Datum  (NGVD).*  All  the  elements,  including  levee  size 


^All  elevations  and  stages  used  in  this  report  refer  to  the  National 
Geodetic  Vertical  Datum  (NCVD)  unless  otherwise  noted  (formerly  mean  sea 
level) . 
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Table  B-3  summarizes  Che  first  costs,  annual  charges,  benefits  and  j 

benefit-cost  ratios  for  the  two  detailed  plans.  Detailed  estimates  of 
first  costs  are  shown  in  table  C-5.  A  summary  comparison  of  the  plans  is 
shown  in  t tv>  -•  B-4. 

RA  T ION  ALE  FOR  NATIONAL  ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT  PLAN 

Plan  A  would  provide  the  maximum  average  annual  excess  benefits  over 
costs  and  therefore,  was  designated  the  national  economic  development 
plan. 


TABLE  B-3— FIRST  COST  AND  ANNUAL  CHARGE S-DETAILED  LEVEE  PLANS 


(October  1980  price  levels; 

7  3/8  percent 

interest  rate) 

Plan  A 

Plan  A1 

($) 

($) 

First  Cost 

Lands 

Construction 

Contingencies 

Engineering  and  Design 

Supervision  and  Administration 

1,159,000 

11,985,000 

2,996,000 

899,000 

899,000 

1,159,000 

12,225,000 

3,056,000 

917,000 

917,000 

Total  First  Cost 

Present  Value  of  Investment 

17,938,000 

19,971,000 

18,274,000 

20,345,000 

Annual  Charge 

Interest  and  Amortization  1,474,000 

Operation,  Maintenance,  and  Replacement  14,000 

1,501,000 

14,000 

Total  Annual  Charges 

Total  Annual  Benefits 

Net  Benefits 

Benefit-Cost  Ratio 

1,488,000 

2,089,000 

601,000 

1.40 

1,515,000 

2,089,000 

574,000 

1.38 
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and  drainage  structures  discussed  in  Plans  A,  B,  and  C,  would  be 
Incorporated  into  this  plan. 

4.1.4  Plan  E.  This  plan  called  for  improving  the  mainline  levee  as  in 
Plan  A,  while  raising  the  Monkey  Island  levee  to  61  feet  which  would 
provide  approximately  10-year  flood  protection.  Levee  specifications  for 
this  levee,  except  for  height,  would  be  the  same  as  that  proposed  for 
full  protection.  Improvements  to  the  levee  would  be  done  in  conjunction 
with  seepage  berms.  New  drainage  structures  would  be  Identical  to  those 
described  for  Plans  A  and  B. 

4.1.5  Plan  F.  This  plan  would  combine  raising  and  strengthening  the 
Charity  Lake  levee  to  provide  10-year  protection  (maximum  height  61  feet) 
with  the  improvements  to  the  mainline  levee  discussed  in  Plan  A.  Levee 
design  would  be  identical  to  that  for  the  mainline  levee  except  for 
height.  Improvements  to  the  levee  would  be  done  in  conjunction  with 
seepage  berms.  New  drainage  structures  would  be  the  same  as  those 
described  in  Plana  A  and  C. 

4*1.6  Plan  G.  This  plan  combined  raising  and  strengthening  the 
mainline  levee  as  discussed  in  Plan  A,  while  upgrading  the  Monkey  Island 
levee  and  Charity  Lake  levee  to  provide  10-year  protection.  All  the 
elements  of  Plans  A,  E,  and  F  were  incorporated  into  this  plan. 

4.1.7  .  Screening.  Two  of  these  plans  (C  and  F)  in  addition  to  Plan  A 
have  positive  net  benefits  and  an  overall  beneflt-to-cost  ratio  greater 
than  1.  However,  the  incremental  benefit-to-cost  ratios  for  Plans  B 
through  G  when  compared  to  Plan  A  are  all  less  than  unity.  Therefore,  it 
is  not  economically  justified  to  provide  increased  flood  protection  to 
the  outlying  areas.  These  plans  would  also  result  in  more  adverse 
environmental  Impacts  than  Plan  A. 
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TABLE  B-A- -SUMMARY  COMPARISON  OF  ALTERNATIVE  PLANS 


1 


4.2  WITHOUT  CONDITIONS 


4.2.1  General.  The  State  of  Louisiana  currently  employs  various 
measures  to  protect  the  residents  of  the  penitentiary  at  Angola.  These 
are  flood-forecasting,  flood-fighting,  evacuation  planning,  and  levee 
renovation  planning.  Flood-forecasting  for  the  Mississippi  River  Is 
adequate.  Flood-fighting  begins  at  a  flood  stage  of  approximately  56 
feet  which  has  a  frequency  of  occurrence  of  once  every  8  years.  Evacua¬ 
tion  would  become  necessary  for  flood  stages  in  excess  of  60  feet  and 
subsequently  relocation  of  prisoners  would  be  required.  The  duration  of 
relocation  would  be  dependent  upon  the  occurrence,  or  lack  of  occurrence, 
of  a  levee  crevasse.  The  social  aspects  of  relocation  of  Inmates  would 
not  be  limited  to  Angola  and  the  relocation  areas,  but  would  also  occur 
in  other  areas  of  the  state  since  public  sentiment  is  strongly  against 
the  relocation  of  criminal  elements.  Levee  renovation  planning  Is  being 
conducted  by  the  Louisiana  Department  of  Public  Works,  however, 
priorities  have  not  resulted  In  funding  for  this  project. 

4.2.2  Nonstructural  Plan.  The  no  action  plan  is  also  considered  to  be 
the  nonstructural  plan.  The  primary  objective  of  providing  adequate 
flood  protection  to  the  penitentiary  area  while  safeguarding  and  enhanc¬ 
ing  the  environment  would  not  be  accomplished  by  this  plan.  The  social 
Impacts  of  prisoner  evacuation  and  temporary  relocation  would  provide 
strong  resistance  to  the  acceptability  of  this  plan.  Detailed  Informa¬ 
tion  on  inmate  evacuation  and  relocation  are  discussed  in  Appendix  E. 

4.3  PLANS  CONSIDERED  IN  DETAIL 

4.3.1  Plan  A  (HEP) .  This  plan  (Plate  3)  consists  of  raising  and 
strengthening  the  mainline  levee  to  a  maximum  height  of  71.5  feet  by 
levee  enlargement  of  the  riverside  or  landslde  with  seepage  berms  where 
seepage  has  been  observed.  The  levee  would  have  a  10-foot  crown  with 
side  slopes  of  1  vertical  on  5.5  horlsontal  on  the  landslde  and  1  verti¬ 
cal  on  4  horlsontal  on  the  riverside.  Existing  and  proposed  levee  cross- 
sections  are  shown  on  Plates  C-3  and  0-4.  This  would  provide  protection 
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TABLE  B- 4 —SUMMARY  COMPARISON  OP  ALTERNATIVE  PLANS  (Continued) 
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from  Che  Project  Design  Plood  (PDF)  with  4  feet  of  freeboard.  Included 
In  chis  plan  is  Che  replacement  of  Che  existing  6-  by  6-foot  concrete 
culverts  with  two  new  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culverts  with  sliding 
vertical  sluice  gates.  The  new  culverts  would  be  290  feet  long  with  stop 
logs  at  either  end  for  secondary  closure.  No  change  would  be  made  to  the 
three  existing  electrical  pumps  which  have  a  total  pumping  capacity  of 
120,000  gallons  per  minute  (gpm).  The  water  is  pumped  over  the  levee 
through  two  36-inch  diameter  cast  iron  pipes.  These  pipes  would  need  to 
be  modified  in  their  length  so  that  they  would  pass  over  the  top  of  the 
new  levee.  Levee  enlargement  would  be  done  to  the  landside  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  levee  where  existing  borrow  pits  abut  the  levee.  The  fill  material 
would  be  taken  from  new  borrow  pits  on  the  riverside  of  the  existing 
mainline  levee  with  average  dimensions  of  10  feet  deep  by  285  feet  wide 
by  about  10  mllea  in  length  and  located  parallel  to  the  levee.  The 
distance  from  the  riverside  toe  of  the  improved  levee  to  the  borrow  pits 
would  be  approximately  450  feet.  Implementation  of  this  plan  is  as 
Indicated  in  Table  4.3.3. 

4.3.2  Plan  Al  (LED  and  Recommended  Plan).  This  plan  (Plate  4)  consists 
of  raising  and  strengthening  the  mainline  levee  to  the  same  specifica¬ 
tions  as  in  Plan  A.  Adverse  environmental  impacts  would  be  minimised  in 
this  plan.  Levee  enlargement  would  be  done  to  the  landside  of  the 
existing  levee  where  existing  floodslde  borrow  pits  abut  the  levee  in 
order  to  avoid  placement  of  fill  material  in  existing  borrow  pits.  The 
fill  material  would  be  taken  from  new  borrow  pits  (10  feet  deep  by  285 
feet  wide  by  10  miles  long)  generally  parallel  to  the  riverside  of  the 
levee.  The  distance  from  the  riverside  toe  of  the  enlarged  levee  to  the 
borrow  pits  would  be  approximately  450  feet.  Significant  forested  areas 
and  wetlands  contiguous  to  Charity  Lake  and  Sugar  Lake  would  be  avoided 
by  borrow  excavation  being  confined  to  open,  nonwetland  areas  as 
indicated  on  Plate  4.  The  construction  of  haul  roads  from  the  new  borrow 
pits  would  also  be  done  in  such  a  way  that  wetlands  and  existing  borrow 
pits  hydrologically  connected  to  Charity  or  Sugar  Lakes  would  not  be 
significantly  affected  by  the  placement  of  fill  material.  Implementation 
and  responsibility  are  presented  in  Table  4.3.3. 
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*Ite«s  specifically  aentloned  In  Section  122  of  Public  Lav  611,  91at  Co 


TABLE  4.3.3  -  IMPLEMENTATION  AND  RESPONSIBILITY 

_ PLAN  A  _ PLAN  AI 

(October  1980  price  levels;  7  3/8  percent  interest  rate) 

Traditional 

a.  FI rat  Co8t 

(1)  Federal  $16,779,000  $17,115,000 

(2)  Non-Federal  1,159,000  1,159,000 

(3)  Total  17,938,000  18,274,000 

b.  Annual  Cost 

(1)  Federal  1,377,000  1,404,000 

(2)  Non-Federal  111,000  111,000 

(3)  Total  1,488,000  1,515,000 
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RATIONALE  FOR  LEAST  ENVIRONMENTALLY 
DAMAGING  PLAN 

The  Impacts  of  the  detailed  plans  on  wooded  and  wetland  areas  was 
the  primary  consideration  in  the  designation  of  the  least  environmentally 
damaging  plan.  Plan  A1  Includes  provisions  to  avoid  these  critical 
areas.  Plans  A  and  A1  both  create  the  same  amount  of  open  water  through 
the  digging  of  the  borrow  pits  which  will  provide  for  more  aquatic 
habitat.  Plan  A1  would  be  more  desirable  from  an  environmental  stand¬ 
point  than  plan  A  and  was  therefore  designated  the  least  environmentally 
damaging  plan. 


RATIONALE  FOR  RECOMMENDED  PLAN 


Both  plans  provide  the  same  amount  of  flood  protection  although 
plan  A  would  provide  approximately  $28,000  more  average  annual  excess 
benefits  over  costs  than  plan  Al. 

Plan  Al  is  more  costly  than  plan  A  by  a  relatively  small  amount,  but 
plan  Al'a  environmental  impacts  would  be  less  than  plan  A's  due  to  its 
greater  avoidance  of  wooded  and  wetland  areas. 

From  an  overall  standpoint  the  minor  increases  in  cost  associated 
with  plan  Al  are  small  when  compared  to  the  adverse  environmental  impacts 
that  would  accompany  plan  A.  Therefore,  plan  Al  is  selected  for 
recommendation.  Table  B-5  summarizes  the  benefits  and  costs  for  the 
recommended  plan  at  7  5/8  percent  Interest  and  October  1981  price  levels. 
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5.  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 

5.1  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONDITIONS 

The  study  area  consists  of  the  entire  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  at 
Angola;  however,  the  area  of  most  concern  is  that  part  of  the  peniten¬ 
tiary  within  the  Mississippi  Alluvial  Plain.  Non-Federal  levees  protect 
most  of  this  area  from  Mississippi  River  floods  (see  Plate  1).  The 
majority  of  the  land  is  agricultural  with  ground  surface  elevations 
ranging  from  40  to  55  feet.  A  portion  of  the  adjacent  Tunica  Hills 
drains  into  Lake  Ki Harney,  a  large  oxbow  on  the  penal  farm  which  also 
serves  as  a  reservoir  for  this  area.  Although  the  native  forest  type  in 
this  area  is  bottomland  hardwoods,  practically  the  entire  area  within  the 
mainline  levee  has  been  cleared.  Approximately  1,370  acres  of  bottomland 
hardwood  forests  and  earlier  stage  riverine  forests  of  varying  wildlife 
value  are  found  outside  the  mainline  levee.  Seven  hundred  acres  of  water 
bodies  and  associated  wetlands  provide  habitat  for  fishes  and  aquatic- 
dependent  forms  of  terrestrial  wildlife.  A  description  of  the  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat  is  provided  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act 
Report  Included  in  Appendix  D.  Aboriginal  and  historic  occupation  of  the 
Angola  area  has  been  Intense,  which  makes  this  area  one  of  the  more 
culturally  significant  areas  of  the  state.  There  are  several 
archeological  sites  in  the  study  area  containing  artifacts  from 
prehistoric  times.  Recreation  which  occurs  in  the  study  area  is  minimal 
and  considered  nonsignificant  due  to  the  nature  of  the  facility. 
Approximately  16,240  acres  of  the  19,428  acres  in  the  study  area  are 
subject  to  potential  Mississippi  River  overflow.  Of  the  area  subject  to 
overflow,  about  4,100  acres  located  adjacent  to  the  river  are  unprotected 
and  largely  undeveloped.  The  remaining  12,140  acres  are  partially 
protected  by  the  levee  system.  Within  the  mainline  levee,  about  4,850 
acres  are  used  for  pastureland  and  4,390  acres  are  used  for  croplands. 
The  net  annual  return  on  these  lands  is  $859,000  (1980  price  levels). 
Transportation  routes  Into  the  study  area  include  a  ferry  crossing  on  the 
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Mississippi  River  near  mile  300.5  above  Head  of  Passes,  Louisiana  Highway 
66  southeast  from  Tunica,  Louisiana,  and  an  unnumbered  rural  road  from 
the  northeast  that  connects  with  Highway  66. 

5.2  SIGNIFICANT  RESOURCES 

5.2.1  Agricultural  Lands.  The  penitentiary  contains  approximately 
14,170  acres  of  land  which  are  considered  to  be  agricultural  lands.  Of 
these,  2,274  acres  are  within  the  Charity  Lake  and  Monkey  Island 
levees.  Approximately  4,100  acres  are  located  outside  the  levee 
system.  The  remaining  9,240  acres  are  within  the  mainline  levee.  The 
unprotected  acres  and  the  Charity  Lake  and  Monkey  Island  areas  are  used 
primarily  for  pastureland.  The  lands  within  the  mainline  levee  consist 
of  4,850  acres  of  pasture,  3,500  acres  of  soybeans,  540  acres  in  cotton, 
350  acres  in  corn,  and  a  few  acres  in  vegetables.  The  pastureland  within 
the  mainline  levee  is  located  in  the  northeast  part  of  the  compound  and 
around  Lake  Killarney.  The  rest  of  the  compound  is  interspersed  with 
fields  of  the  various  row  crops.  The  entire  acreage  of  lands  within  the 
mainline  levee  is  classified  as  prime  farmland.  Since  sugarcane  has  been 
grown  on  this  area,  it  is  also  classified  as  unique  farmland.  As 
described  by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  prime  farmlands  are 
those  whose  value  derives  from  their  general  advantage  as  cropland  due  to 
soil  and  water  conditions.  Unique  farmlands  are  those  whose  value 
derives  from  their  particular  advantage  for  growing  specialty  crops. 
These  agricultural  lands  are  significant  because  they  constitute  the  most 
Important  resource  through  which  the  prison  management,  attempts  to 
achieve  a  self-sufficient  economic  position  and,  subsequently,  a  reduced 
burden  upon  the  Louisiana  taxpayer. 

5.2.2  Prison  Facilities.  Prison  facilities  are  located  almost  entirely 
within  the  mainline  levee.  The  penitentiary  buildings  include 
dormitories,  messhalls,  workshops,  a  hospital,  stores,  schools,  and 
administration  buildings  (Plate  2) .  There  are  also  a  number  of  storage 
buildings  and  support  facilities  such  as  the  laundries  and  power  plants, 
plus  residential  structures  for  staff  personnel.  The  prison  facilities 
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are  divided  into  a  main  compound  and  several  self-supporting  subcamps. 
The  value  of  all  these  structural  facilities  is  $142,000,000  (1980  price 
levels)  excluding  the  value  of  contents  which  is  estimated  at 
$22,000,000.  In  addition,  there  are  27  miles  of  bituminous  paved  roads 
and  73  miles  of  gravel  farm  roads  that  have  a  replacement  value  of 
$5,400,000. 

5.2.3  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  The  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places,  as  published  in  yearly  and  monthly  supplements  of  the 
Federal  Register,  was  consulted  through  23  June  1981.  The  closest 
National  Register  property  to  the  project  is  Trudeau  Landing,  east  of  the 
community  of  Tunica,  Louisiana.  It  is  well  outside  the  study  boundaries 
and  would  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  levee  improvements.  Known 
sites  in  the  project  area  which  are  not  National  Register  properties 
Include  at  least  five  prehistoric,  protohistoric,  and  historic  sites 
( 16WF14,  15,  16,  21,  and  28)  located  on  the  bluff  overlooking  the  peni¬ 
tentiary.  Site  16WF1,  an  historic  Tunica  Village,  is  located  just  south 
of  the  proposed  borrow  pit  closest  to  the  main  gate.  This  site  has  been 
previously  disturbed  by  construction  of  Highway  66  and  the  penitentiary 
hospital.  Additional  known  sites  within  prison  boundaries  are  16WF3,  a 
possible  Poverty  Point  mound  and  historic  cemetery  just  north  of  the  main 
gate,  and  16WF2,  a  probable  Houma  Village  dating  from  1680  to  1708  on  the 
natural  levee  east  of  Lake  Killarney.  Because  of  its  proximity  to  the 
confluence  of  the  Mississippi  and  Red  Rivers,  the  study  area  has  been  an 
advantageous  location  for  trade,  settlement,  and  encampment  through 
time.  During  the  Civil  War,  Tunica  Bend  and  Raccourci  Island  were  sites 
of  several  small  naval  encounters.  Late  19th  century  Mississippi  River 
Commission  maps  identify  the  present  penitentiary  grounds  as  Angola 
Plantation.  It  is  expected,  therefore,  that  additional  sites  exist  along 
the  base  of  the  hill  line,  along  the  natural  drainages,  and  along  natural 
levees  adjacent  to  relict  Mississippi  River  channels. 

5.2.4  Water  Bodies  and  Associated  Wetlands.  Water  bodies  and  wetlands 
in  this  area  include  the  Mississippi  River,  tributary  streams,  oxbow 
lakes,  sloughs,  and  wetlands.  Wetlands  also  include  existing  borrow 
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areas  thaC  are  hydrolog ically  connected  to  adjacent,  natural  wetlands. 
Typical  wetlands  In  the  study  area  Include  lake  and  slough  edges  and 
shallow  water  areas  which  commonly  support  wetland  plants  such  as 
cypress,  swamp  privet,  waterelm,  and  buttonbush.  Other  wetlands  Include 
borrow  pit  edges  and  shallow  water  areas  which  support  aquatic  vegetation 
such  as  cypress,  swamp  privet,  black  willow,  and  sedges  and  are  connected 
to  Sugar  and  Charity  Lakes.  There  are  approximately  7004-  acres  of  these 
resources  within  the  boundaries  of  the  study  areas  (excluding  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  River).  These  resources  are  clgnlf leant  for  several  reasons.  The 
quality  of  these  waters  affects,  either  beneficially  or  adversely,  the 
water  quality  of  downstream  flows  of  the  Mississippi  River.  The 
Mississippi  River  is  classified  by  the  Louisiana  Department  of  Natural 
Resources,  Division  of  Water  Pollution  Control,  as  suitable  for  secondary 
contact  recreation,  propagation  of  fish  and  wildlife,  and  domestic  raw 
water  supply.  Secondary  contact  recreation  includes  fishing,  wading, 
boating,  etc.  Concern  for  the  water  quality  of  the  Mississippi  River  is 
important  due  to  the  dependence  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans  upon  the  river 
as  a  water  supply,  and  the  contribution  of  water  quality  to  the 
productivity  of  the  highly  significant  biological  resources  dependent 
upon  this  river  system.  The  open-water  areas  of  these  resources  serve  as 
habitat  for  numerous  species  of  fishes  as  well  aB  several  water-related 
terrestrial  species  such  as  the  endangered  American  alligator,  various 
furbenrers,  and  water  birds  including  waterfowl  and  wading  birds.  Vector 
populations,  primarily  mosquito,  also  occur  in  these  resources.  Mosquito 
species  present  include:  Aedes  vexans,  Psorophora  columbiae,  Psorophora 
ferox,  Culex  sallnarlas,  Culex  qulnquef asclatus ,  Anopheles  crucians,  and 
Anopheles  quadromaculatua .  The  latter  three  species  are  those  most 
commonly  associated  with  borrow  pits.  The  wetland  portions  of  these 
resources  have  functions  and  values  which  have  nationwide  significance. 
Some  of  the  most  important  are  as  follows:  (1)  wetlands  provide 

Important  natural  biological  functions  such  as  food  chain  production, 
general  habitat,  and  nesting,  spawning,  rearing,  and  resting  sites  for 
aquatic  or  land  species;  (2)  wetlands  serve  as  valuable  storage  areas  for 
storm  and  flood  waters;  and  (3)  wetlands  serve  as  water  purification 
areas.  The  wetlands  in  the  study  area  serve  all  wetland  functions 
described  above,  and,  therefore,  are  significant. 
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5.2.5  Bottomland  Hardwoods  and  Associated  Forests.  There  are  approx- 

laately  1,370  acres  of  forested  lands  within  the  study  area.  Native 
forests  consist  of  bottomland  hardwood  species  on  older  sites  relatively 
far  from  the  river  which  receive  very  little  sediment  deposition,  and 
riverine  forests  on  newer  sites  relatively  dose  to  the  river  which 
receive  frequent  Inundation  and  significant  sedimentation.  Major 
bottomland  hardwood  species  present  include  sweet  and  bitter  pecan, 

hackberry,  boxelder,  and  cottonwood.  Swamp  privet  and  water  locust 

predominate  in  low  areas.  Riverine  forests  consist  of  homogenous  stands 
of  willows  or  willows  and  cottonwoods.  The  quality  of  the  overall 
woodland  area  is  considered  to  be  moderate  since  there  is  intergradation 
of  bottomland  hardwoods  and  riverine  forests  throughout  the  wooded  areas 
within  the  study  area.  These  forests  also  provide  value  as  fishery 
habitat  when  flooded.  The  woodlands  in  the  area  are  significant  due  to 
the  wildlife  habitat  which  they  provide,  the  potential  wildlife  habitat 
which  will  result  from  natural  forest  succession,  the  buffer  effect 
against  Mississippi  River  wave  action,  and  the  soil  holding  function 
provided  by  leaf  litter,  tree  roots,  etc. 

5.2.6  Wildlife  Resources .  The  entire  study  area  constitutes  available 

habitat  of  varied  types  and  value  for  various  wildlife  species. 
Area-wide,  however,  the  most  Important  type  present  due  to  rapidly 

decreasing  supplies  is  forest  habitat.  The  study  area  provides  very 

little  forested  habitat  inside  the  mainline  levee  system  other  than 
around  Lake  Klllarney.  The  Lake  Klllarney  woodlands  provide  habitat  for 
wetland  species  and  those  species  associated  with  wetlands  such  as 
prothonotary  warblers,  various  wading  birds,  and  wood  ducks.  The 
agricultural  area  provides  habitat  primarily  for  species  such  as 
meadowlarks,  hawks,  cattle  egrets,  and  mourning  doves.  Harvested 
cornfields  provide  extensive  feeding  areas  for  doves.  The  area  outside 
the  mainline  levee  system  provides  pastureland  habitat  and  significant 
"edge’*  area  adjacent  to  woodland  strips,  fencerows,  and  lakes  or  borrow 
areas.  These  areas  provide  habitat  for  species  such  as  bobwhlte  quail, 
swamp  and  cottontail  rabbits,  and  cardinals.  Woodducks,  mallards,  and 
other  speclaa  of  waterfowl  utilise  the  habitat  provided  by  natural  lakes 
and  ponds  and  by  borrow  areas.  White-tailed  deer  utilise  forested  areas 
and  brushy  areas  within  the  study  area.  Sport  hunting  for  deer, 
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squirrel,  rabbit,  bobwhite  quail,  and  waterfowl  la  allowed  outside  the 
mainline  levee  system  and  la  pursued  actively.  Doves  are  commonly  hunted 
over  harvested  cornfields  during  fall  and  winter  seasons.  Bunting  is 
allowed  by  permit  only  due  to  the  necessity  for  security  on  the  study 
area.  Wildlife  resources  are  significant  due  to  the  historical  esthetic 
appreciation  of  abundant  wildlife  populations  and  the  nationwide  trend  of 
continuous  habitat  destruction. 

5.2.7  Fishery  Resources.  Habitat  for  fishery  resources  results  from 
approximately  700  acres  of  previously  listed  water  bodies  and  associated 
wetlands  within  the  study  area  and  the  additional  acreage  resulting  from 
approximately  4  miles  of  permanent  bayous  and  streams.  To  a  lesser 
extent  that  forested  area  which  is  flooded  periodically  also  provides  an 
undetermined  amount  of  fishery  habitat.  Acreage  of  natural  lakes  and 
ponds  is  naturally  expected  to  increase  during  winter  and  spring  due  to 
local  rainfall  and  Mississippi  River  flooding.  The  more  desirable  sport 
fish  species  present  in  the  waters  of  the  study  areas  are  largemouth 
bass,  black  and  white  crappie,  catfish,  and  several  smaller  panflsh 
species.  All  lakes  except  Lake  Ki Harney  are  rejuvenated  by  Mississippi 
River  flooding  which  occurs  frequently.  Sport  fishing  is  allowed  on  Lake 
Klllarney  to  the  public  with  permission.  Fishing  on  other  area  lakes  and 
borrow  pits  is  controlled  more  heavily  and  is  limited  to  penitentiary 
employees  and  their  dependents.  Crawfish  are  harvested  in  suitable  areas 
in  the  study  area;  however,  productivity  is  dependent  upon  sufficient 
winter  rainfall  and  lengthy  winter  and  spring  high-water  conditions. 
Commercial  fishing  is  done  in  backwater  flooded  areas,  but  is  not 
permitted  in  interior  lakes.  Channel  catfish,  buffalo,  freshwater  drum, 
and  glxsard  shad  are  the  most  important  commercial  species.  Fishery 
resources  are  significant  due  to  the  overall  nationwide  demand  for 
quality  fishing  opportunities  and  the  natural  nursery  functions  that  the 
waters  provide. 

5.2.8  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species.  The  American  alligator 
(Alligator  miaalaalppiensls)  is  determined  as  the  only  threatened  or 
endangered  species  present  within  the  area  to  be  affected.  The 
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red-cockaded  woodpecker  fPicoldes  (Dendrocopos)  borealis  1  may  be  present 
In  the  adjacent  Tunica  Hills;  however,  suitable  habitat  does  not  exist  in 
the  flood  plain  portion  of  the  study  area  for  this  species.  Hie  American 
alligator,  classified  as  endangered  in  this  portion  of  Louisiana,  is 
commonly  found  in  oxbow  lakes  in  this  locality  and  has  been  reported  in 
waters  within  the  study  area.  Suitable  habitat  exists  in  Sugar,  Charity, 
and  Killarney  Lakes,  smaller  natural  lakes  and  swales,  and  the  existing 
borrow  pits.  Alligator  numbers  for  West  Feliciana  Parish  have  been 
estimated  at  38  per  square  mile  of  suitable  habitat.  Due  to  the  clutch 
size  of  a  typical  alligator  nest  being  35  to  40  eggs,  and  the  proximity 
to  the  Mississippi  River,  actual  numbers  are  highly  speculative.  Other 
avian  endangered  species  may  be  transient  through  the  study  area,  and  the 
probability  of  their  actual  stopping  over  on  the  area  is  extremely  low. 
Threatened  and  endangered  species  are  significant  due  to  the  national 
concern  for  dwindling  numbers  of  any  specific  species. 

5.2.9  Audubon  Society  Blue  List.  The  species  of  birds  named  to  the 
Audubon  Society  Blue  List  are  those  which,  in  the  opinion  of  Society 
respondents,  have  recently,  or  are  currently  giving  evidence  of 
population  declines.  Several  species  on  this  list  are  either  transients 
or  common  Inhabitants  of  the  study  area.  The  1981  Blue  List  of  those 
species  whose  range  Includes  the  study  area  is  as  follows: 


1981  BLUE  LIST 


Common  Loon 

Double-crested  Cormorant 

Great  Blue  Heron 

Black-crowned  Might  Heron 

Least  Bittern 

American  Bittern 

Wood  Stork 

Black  Duck 

Canvasback 

Black  Vulture 


Barn  Owl 

Common  Screech  Owl 
Burrowing  Owl 
Short-eared  Owl 
Whip-poor-will 
Common  Nighthawk 
Ruby-throated  Hummingbird 
Red-headed  Woodpecker 
Hairy  Woodpecker 
Willow  Flycatcher 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


6.1  GENERAL  This  section  explains  narratively  the  data  on  the 
comparative  impacts  of  alternatives  previously  presented  in  Table  4.4. 


6.2  AGRICULTURAL  LANDS 


6.2.1  Plan  A.  This  plan  would  result  in  beneficial  impacts  through  the 
prevention  of  a  levee  crevasse  to  the  mainline  levee  and  the  resulting 
inundation  of  approximately  9,240  acres  of  prime  and  unique  farmlands. 
This  action  would  further  insure  the  preservation  and  continual  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  these  highly  productive  agricultural  lands.  A  comparatively 
insignificant  number  of  cropland  areas  would  receive  adverse  impacts  in 
areas  where  landslde  levee  enlargement  and  seepage  berms  are  required. 
These  changes  of  farmland  to  levee  and  seepage  berms  would  still  have  a 
potential  of  pastureland  usage.  Riverside  borrow  excavation  would  also 
convert  266  acres  of  agricultural  lands,  which  are  used  primarily  as 
pastureland  and  are  not  classified  as  prime  farmland,  to  borrow  pits. 
This  would  constitute  a  total  loss  of  these  lands  to  agricultural 
production. 

6.2.2  Plan  Al.  The  implementation  of  this  plan  would  result  in  the 
same  beneficial  and  adverse  impacts  to  all  lands  within  the  mainline 
levee  as  plan  A.  However,  borrow  excavation  to  agricultural  lands  used 
as  pasturelands  outside  the  levee  would  convert  345  acres  of  these  lands 
to  borrow  pits.  This  action  would  also  constitute  a  total  loss  of  these 
lands  to  normal  agricultural  production. 


6.3  PRISON  FACILITIES 

6.3.1  Plan  A.  The  implementation  of  this  plan  would  provide  Increased 
flood  protection  for  the  prison  which  would  prevent  a  total  of 
$55,000,000  ($1,819,000  average  annual)  in  damages  to  prison  structures. 
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HYDRAULICS 


The  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  mainline  levee,  which  ia  12.1  miles 
long,  begins  at  the  base  of  the  Tunica  Hills  in  the  northeast  portion  of 
the  penitentiary  property  and  connects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  main  gate 
(see  plate  1).  The  mainline  levee  generally  provides  protection  to  about 
15.3  square  miles  of  inclosed  area  from  Mississippi  River  floodwaters  to 
an  elevation  of  63  feet  NGVD.  The  adjacent  Monkey  Island  levee,  which 
ties  into  the  mainline  levee,  has  a  control  grade  of  51  feet  NGVD  and 
provides  a  degree  of  protection  to  about  1.3  square  miles.  The  adjacent 
Charity  Lake  levee,  which  also  ties  into  the  mainline  levee,  has  a 
control  grade  of  55  feet  NGVD  and  provides  a  degree  of  protection  to 
about  2.2  square  miles. 

DETAILED  LEVEE  PLANS  (ALTERNATIVES  A  AND  Al) 

The  design  flood  flowline  would  increase  as  a  result  of  changes  in 
overbank  flow  conditions  caused  by  increases  in  levee  heights  associated 
with  the  Implementation  of  plan  A  or  plan  Al.  These  stage  Increases 
could  impact  other  MR&T  study  areas.  Flowlines  for  existing  conditions 
and  for  conditions  with  these  plans  in  place  were  computed  using  the 
HEC-2  computer  program  developed  by  the  Hydrologic  Engineering  Center  in 
Davis,  California.  A  tabulation  of  these  computed  flowlines  is  provided- 
in  table  C-l .  The  results  indicate  that  neither  plan  A  or  plan  Al  will 
cause  any  significant  increases  in  the  design  flowline.  Therefore,  the 
operation  of  Old  River  control  structure  and/or  Red  River  backwater 
fuseplug  levee  will  not  be  affected.  To  be  consistent  with  other 
features  of  the  MR&T  project  in  the  area,  a  freeboard  of  4  feet  above  the 
project  design  flowline  will  be  added  for  final  levee  grade.  The 
recoamended  freeboard  will  minimise  overtopping  of  the  levee  due  to  wave 
runup,  inaccuracies  in  estimating  the  flowline,  and  temporary  loss  of 
channel  cross  section.  Four  feet  of  freeboard  is  required  due  to  the 
complex  flood  flow  diversions  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Old  River  and  the 
Morgansa  control  structures.  This  reach  of  the  river  is  subject  to  short 
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contents,  and  roads  and  $28,000  in  damages  to  agriculture.  Future 
evacuation  of  the  prison  compound  during  high-water  periods  without 
project  would  be  prevented,  thus  saving  an  average  annual  cost  of 
$214,000  for  the  emergency  evacuation  and  subsistence  of  inmates.  In 
addition,  an  average  annual  savings  of  $25,000  in  emergency  flood-fight 
costs  and  $3,000  in  levee  repair  costs  would  be  realized  with  the 
project. 


6.3.2  Plan  Al.  The  implementation  of  this  plan  would  provide  the  same 
protection,  and  therefore  the  same  effects,  as  Implementation  of  Plan  A. 


6.4  NATIONAL  REGISTER  OF  HISTORIC  PLACES 

6.4.1  Plan  A.  This  plan  would  not  affect  any  cultural  resources 
presently  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

6.4.2  Plan  Al.  Same  as  Plan  A. 

6.5  WATER  BODIES  AND  ASSOCIATED  WETLANDS 

6.5.1  Plan  A.  The  Implementation  of  this  plan  would  result  in  direct 
impacts  to  approximately  10  acres  of  these  resources.  These  impacts 
would  result  from  excavation  of  borrow  material  from  openrwater  and  wet¬ 
land  areas  within  the  confines  of  the  borrow  area  allnement  as  indicated 
on  Plate  3  and  the  deposition  of  fill  material  for  haul  roads  into  the 
existing  borrow  pits.  Benthic  organisms  would  be  destroyed  at  haul  road 
sites  following  the  Introduction  of  fill  material.  The  excavation  of 
borrow  material  from  open-water  areas  would  result  in  temporary  adverse 
Impacts.  This  would  involve  the  removal  of  organic  matter  which  would 
reduce  food  sources  and  the  diversity  of  substrates  available  to  benthic 
organisms.  Construction  activities  would  also  temporarily  cause  in¬ 
creases  in  turbidity  and  a  resulting  decrease  in  light  penetration.  The 
exeavatloa  action  would  result  in  the  removal  of  the  vegetative  canopy 
which  would  eventually  allow  greater  light  intensity  and,  subsequently, 
higher  water  temperatures  and  greater  photosynthetic  activity.  The 
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TABLE  C-l— DESIGN  FLOWLINE  ELEVATIONS.1  FOR  DETAILED  PLANS 


(IN  FEET  NGVD) 

Levee  Station  Existing  Flowline 

Plans  A  &  A1 

640+00  mainline  levee 

62.0 

62.0 

557+50  mainline  levee 
(Pumping  station) 

62.4 

62.4 

448+00  mainline  levee 

0+00  Charity  Lake  levee 

63.6 

63.7 

125+00  Charity  Lake  levee 
(Angola  Ferry  Landing) 

64.1 

64.2 

293+00  mainline  levee 

249+00  Charity  Lake  levee 

64.7 

64.9 

290+00  mainline  levee 

153+00  Monkey  Island  levee 

64.9 

65.1 

148+81  mainline  levee 

0+00  Monkey  Island  levee 

66.9 

67.0 

0+00  mainline  levee 

67.4 

67.5 

^Note,  1  foot  added  to  the  design  flowline  for  loop  effect 
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river-wave  action  to  the  levee  and  the  aoi 1-holding  function  provided  by 

% 

growing  tree  roots.  The  destruction  of  the  above  designated  aaount  of  J 

these  forests  would  result  in  the  eliaination  of  a  corresponding  aaount 
of  tree  cavities,  rotting  tree  aaterlals  and  associated  insects,  assorted 
aast  and  browse  aaterlals  and  understory  with  ground  cover  providing 

u-f  tail -If  a  Aart  m  wa  /«Auav>  k  f  hat*  aaa  sflhia  *  4  natural  f Araef  omaaa  «•  a  4  Art 


would  use  more  shallow  areas.  The  amount  of  use,  however,  would  be 
dependent  upon  food-producing  vegetation  developing  along  shorelines. 
Water  dependent  furbearers  would  receive  Increased  amounts  of  habitat  due 
to  creation  of  borrow  pits.  Habitat  quality  would  initially  be  very 
poor,  but  would  Improve  with  the  establishment  of  shoreline  vegetation. 
The  conversion  of  approximately  266  acres  of  open  land  to  borrow  area 
would  result  in  the  permanent  removal  of  that  amount  of  open-land  habitat 
from  the  subject  area  and  a  corresponding  loss  to  all  species  inhabiting 
that  area. 

6.7.2  Plan  A1 .  The  implementation  of  this  plan  would  result  In 
comparatively  less  severe  impacts  to  terrestrial  wildlife  resources  than 
would  Implementation  of  the  previously  described  plan.  Approximately 
5  acres  of  woodlands  would  be  destroyed  with  this  plan.  As  mentioned 
previously,  destruction  or  displacement  of  wildlife  species  occupying 
that  habitat  would  occur.  Also,  destruction  is  most  probable  since 
carrying  capacities  of  adjacent  woodlands  would,  no  doubt,  remain  the 
same.  Borrow  excavation  would  also  result  in  the  creation  of  345  acres 
of  aquatic  habitat  with  this  plan  providing  the  same  benefits  to  wildlife 
as  described  previously.  However,  the  conversion  of  345  acres  of  open 
land  to  aquatic  habitat  would  result  in  a  corresponding  loss  to  wildlife 
occupying  open- land  habitat. 

6.8  FISHERY  RESOURCES 

6.8.1  Plan  A.  Implementation  of  this  plan  entailing  the  excavation  of 
approximately  345  acres  for  borrow  material  would  result  in  the  conver¬ 
sion  of  335  of  those  acres  to  aquatic  habitat  available  for  fisheries 
utilization.  Since  10  acres  of  the  total  requirements  are  in  existing 
borrow  pits  this  excavation  would  cause  temporary  adverse  impacts  to  the 
fishery  resource  in  these  areas.  Habitat  quality  would  be  very  low  in 
the  borrow  pits  initially  as  diversity  would  be  lacking  completely  until 
subwergent ,  emergent,  and  shoreline  vegetation  becomes  established. 
Benthic  material  would  develop  slowly,  providing  a  limited  contribution 
to  the  aquatic  food  chain  during  the  first  year.  Phytoplankton 
production  would  be  limited  initially,  but  would  Increase  rapidly.  Fish 
populations  would  be  established  in  most  borrow  pits  by  inundation  from 


EIS-29 


high  spring  river  flows,  but  population  development  would  be  dependent 
upon  population  development  of  lower  members  of  the  food  chain.  Fish 
population  development  In  the  Charity  Lake  borrow  segment  would  not 
progress  at  the  same  rate  as  other  areas  because  this  area  receives 
Infrequent  river  flooding.  Fish  population  establishment  in  this  area 


STABILITY  ANALYSES 


The  Angola  levee  system  would  be  rehabilitated  by  constructing  a 
riverside  or  landslde  enlargeaent  of  the  existing  levee.  The  enlargeaent 
would  result  in  a  grade  increase  of  8.5  feet  on  the  aainline  levee,  for 
the  project  design  flood.  Slope  stability  analyses  were  run  on  the  aost 
critical  soil  conditions  for  a  riverside  or  landside  enlargeaent  of  the 
existing  levee  to  the  aaxiaua  elevation  and  design  section.  The  analyses 
Indicate  that  the  upgraded  levee  would  aeet  the  design  factor  of  safety 
of  1.30;  see  plates  C-3  and  C-4. 

UNDERSEEPAGE  ANALYSES 

During  the  1973  flood,  the  performance  of  the  existing  Angola  levee 
system  was  monitored  by  the  Louisiana  Departaent  of  Transportation  and 
Development,  Office  of  Public  Works.  In  a  memorandum  summarizing  their 
activities  at  the  Angola  levees  between  24  January  and  3  June  1973,  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  reported  serious  seepage  occurring  throughout 
the  levee  system.  Numerous  sand  bolls  developed  and  were  sandbagged  in 
the  Camp  F  area  (see  plate  C-l).  Heavy  seepage  vas  reported  in  the 
mainline  levee  between  station  0+00  and  station  290+00.  Within  this 
area,  the  Nonkey  Island  outer  levee  was  overtopped  on  30  March  1973. 
Little  seepage  was  noted  between  stations  290+00  and  448+00.  In  this 
area,  the  Charity  Lake  outer  levee  withstood  the  1973  floodwaters,  thus 
preventing  the  floodwaters  from  affecting  the  aainline  levee.  The 
mainline  levee  lies  on  a  point  bar  deposit  and  can  be  susceptible  to 
seepage.  Numerous  sand  boils  and  serious  seepage  were  reported  in  the 
area  between  the  Charity  Lake  levee  and  the  aainline  levee.  Seepage  from 
station  470+00  to  station  540+00  that  occurred  during  the  1973  flood  was 
later  reported  to  08  Aruy  Corps  of  Engineers  personnel  during  a  field 
trip  to  Angola  in  September  1976.  Seepage  problems  that  were  observed 
during  the  1973  flood  are  summarised  in  table  0-3. 

The  two  methods  considered  for  controlling  uaderseepage  at  the 
Angola  levee  system  are  relief  walls  and  landside  seepage  berms  (see 
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6.10  AUDUBON  SOCIETY  BLUE  LIST 


6*10.1  General.  Implementation  of  either  plan  would  not  significantly 
affect  any  species  of  bird  on  the  lv81  Blue  List.  However,  the  primary 
habitat  for  the  majority  of  birds  on  the  Blue  List  found  in  the  study 
area  is  forests,  and  Plan  A  destroys  more  forest  than  Plan  Al. 
Therefore,  Plan  A  would  Impact  more  adversely  a  greater  number  of  species 
than  Plan  Al.  Species  which  may  be  found  in  the  study  area  regarding 
severity  of  Impacts  for  each  plan  are  as  follows: 


6.10.2  Plan  A  -  Species  Impacts 


Not  Impacted 

Black  Vulture 
Bachman's  Sparrow 
King  Rail 
Upland  Sandpiper 
Least  Tern 
Black  Tern 
Burrowing  Owl 
Short-eared  Owl 
Cliff  Swallow 
Purple  Martin 
Bewick's  Wren 

Beneficially  Impacted 
Common  Loon 

Double-crested  Cormorant 

Great  Blue  Heron 

Black-crowned  Night  Heron 

Least  Bittern 

American  Bittern 

Wood  Stork 

Black  Duck 

Canvas back 

Osprey 

Common  Tern 


Slightly  Adversely  Impacted 

Marsh  Hawk 
Sharp-shinned  Hawk 
Cooper's  Hawk 
Red-shouldered  Hawk 
Hairy  Woodpecker 
Merlin 

Yellow-billed  Cuckoo 
Barn  Owl 

Common  Screech  Owl 
Whip-poor-will 
Common  Nighthawk 
Ruby-throated  Hummingbird 
Golden-crowned  Kinglet 
Loggerhead  Shrike 
Red-headed  Woodpecker 
Hens  low's  Sparrow 
Bobwhlte 

Eastern  Meadowlark 
Dlckcissel 
Grasshopper  Sparrow 
Willow  Flycatcher 
Carolina  Wren 
Eastern  Bluebird 
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TABLE  C-3 — SEEPAGE  OBSERVATIONS  DURING  THE  1973  FLOOD 
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plate  C-5).  Seepage  analyses  based  on  the  general  type  borings  and 
DIVR  1110-1-400,  dated  30  November  1976,  Indicate  that  a  seepage  berm  Is 
not  required  (see  DIVR  1110-1-400,  appendix  A).  However,  as  stated  in 
DIVR  1110-1-400,  a  standard  seepage  berm  should  be  constructed  in  areas 
where  seepage  was  observed.  Relief  well  calculations  are  based  on 


GO 

PS 

w 

PS 

Si 

PS 

Pk 

o 

H 

co 


s 

g 

4J 

« 

AJ 

CO 

AJ 

o 

G 

a 


c 

G 

§ 

o 

u 

i4 

> 

c 

w 


S’ 

i4 

<0 

a. 

a> 

u 

a 

m 

o 


Qb 

O 

o 

a 

<o 

g 

Vi 


(4 

I 

u 

a 

o> 

M 

0) 

> 


a 

o 

CD 

W 

a 

a 

a 

•*H 

> 

O 


G 

S 


CO 

M 

w 

Z 

M  O 

z 

W  M 

o  3 

as 

s 

Om 


gs 

M  Z 

J  w 

04  M 
m  aJ 

a  w 

53  g< 

a  u 


T3 

c 

<d  CO 
M 
G  w 

44 

•H  - 
rH  CO 
T3  G 
rH  CJ 
•H  3 
2t  O 
CO 

c  g  o 

O  P$  U 

c0 

CO  ts  C 
AJ  M  -H 

U  41  O 
V  JZ  u 
4-4  CO  O 
4-4  -H  O 
W  pt,  O 


a) 

a 


•HOG 

iH  >\ 

TJ  •  «H 
H  ^  CM  60 

•h  a  e 

*  w 


aj  •  a 

2  to 


(U 

to  «  o 
<0  00  3 

who 

>,  O  a> 

sOtStS 


G 

4-4  V» 
•H  G 

*3  0 

•H  SI) 

II 

1 1 
«  3 


a 

o 

« 


3 

CJ 


X 


rH 

<0 

M 

3 

AJ 

rH 

3 

r-J 

G 

O  co 
V 

(0  o 
u  u 
a  3 
g  o 

4-4  CO 
44  01 

oa  os 


>s 

> 

u  u 
3  O 
CO  AJ 

-  c 

H  *H 
G  T3 
00  Vi 
G  O 

S  ° 

G  U 
X 

AJ 
>s  Vi 
TJ  O 
3  a 

AJ  0> 
CO  04 


o  cj 

•H 
OB  M 
a  4J 
vi  a 

o  «h 

CJ  C3 


o  _ 

T)  **  0) 

H  CO  00  2 

g  erf  a 

T»  U  Vj  TJ 

w  o  c 

CJ  G 

A  A 

CO  CO  *  CO 
4  k  U  *H 
G  G  G  JC 

a)  imi  a 

►*>>>,  e 

^  CM  H  X 


>% 

00 

o 

H 

o 

g 

j= 

o 


a 

G 

<0 

£ 

G 

•H 

0) 

u 


O 

H 


a 

X 


u 

3 


£ 


■o 
co  c 
aj  G 
O 

<U  CO 
44  G  CD 
44  «H  *3 

W  U  c 

-a  J 

®  Tt 

o  o  •-• 

■h  td  « 

B  t*  u 

O  3 

cat! 
o  o  « 
O  to  H 

W  iH  3 
H  O 
C  Bu  ft 
«  H 


Cm  O 


•  A 

G 

44 

Vt 

AJ 

O 

A 

o 

CJ 

AJ 

AJ 

CD 

co 

•H 

iH 

G  O 

CJ 

G 

C 

14 

Ij 

a  -H 

■H 

A 

14 

G 

•  A  G 

AJ 

Vf  u 

44  U 

u 

G 

G  AJ 

A 

G 

O  AJ 

O  AJ 

CO 

3 

rH 

iH  G 

< 0 

iH 

a  g 

G 

•H 

44 

Vi 

G  1-4 

u 

O 

i4 

G  f4 

60  *H 

G 

o 

G 

-  o 

ao 

O 

G 

rk  44 

G 

G 

Vi 

Vi 

rH 

Vi 

CO 

£ 

G  O 

C 

G 

G  G 

O  G 

o 

3 

w 

G 

C 

•H 

G 

G  C 

o  c 

•H 

A4 

w 

Z 

<  • 

60 

G 

G  cd 

G 

CO 

G 

AJ 

C 

r-f 

•H  G 

A  (H 

Z 

m 

CO 

•o  O.U 

Vi 

60  rH 

AJ  rH 

G 

Vi 

Vi 

G  G 

O 

G  Vi 

G  M 

4h 

44 

G 

G 

G  Q 

44 

W  O 

44  O 

rH  & 
<H  41 
>  * 
-H 

a  - 
w 
*  u 

G  (U 
P4  0) 

<d  c 
<u  -H 

?S  00 

G 

CM  U 


>  CO 
•H  <U 

a  a 

^  M 
00  3 
G  O 
■W  00 
M  <U 
<U  04 
a> 

G 

•H  <U 
60  U 

«  » 


G 

o 

« 

*4 

0) 

*3 

5 


§  » 
G  <U 
O  Z 
O 

W  * 
CD 

•*  u 
co  oj 
VI  a> 
G  G 

0)  T-f 
>>  00 
G 

CO  W 


<0 

o 


G 

o 

£ 


o 


Vi 

a> 

4J 

£ 


u 

X 


3 

e 
o 

to  >> 


a  jp 


| 

£ 


M 

<U 

60 

« 

c 

£ 


AJ 

AJ 

CJ 

i4 

G 

rH 

•G 

44 

G 

3 

44 

W 

5- 

AJ 

CO 

Vi 

Vi 

G 

««  G 

G 

C 

44  G 

*H 

G 

r-4  iH  G 

60 

G 

Cd  60  c 

C 

G 

CJ  G  G 

w 

G 

AJ  W  G 

rH 

G  rH 

I 

o 

O  v> 

t4  41 
•rt  41 
>  G 

a  -h 
oa  oo 

"v.  c 

w  oa 
41 

41  H 

C  to 

ft  4J 

oo  a 
a  « 
oa  B 


SH  p 

-l  o 

*  >  _ 

M  rt  ) 

41  U  P 

QJ  Z 

c  - 

•H  tO  « 

oo  M  n 

c  «  w. 

pa  4)  4> 

>»  41 
rH  C 
H  N  H 

4-2 

CJ  •  W 

a 

•*  G  44  AJ 

CO  M  O  U 
Va  *H 

G  •  #  4 
«i  N  a  aj 
S3  m  m 

SO  •H 
CJ  Q 


>  W 
•H  <L 
CJ  O 
u 

60  3 
6  O 

•h  a 

V<  G 
G  Crf 
G 

G  V< 
-H  G 
60  U 
G  G 
pa  Dfc 


I 

£ 

a 

& 

rJ 


X 


l 


EIS-33 


DETAILED  COST  ESTIMATES 


Detailed  cost  estimates  for  each  of  the  preliminary  plane  are  shown 
in  table  C-4.  The  first  cost  estimates  for  the  two  detailed  plans  are 
shown  in  table  C-5.  Table  C-6  is  an  updated  cost  estimate  (1981  price 
levels)  for  tbe  recommended  plan,  plan  A1 . 
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8.  PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 


8.1  PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT  PROGRAM 

The  study  was  Initiated  with  a  public  meeting  held  In  Baton  Rouge, 
Louisiana,  on  22  April  1976,  to  obtain  the  views  of  local  Interests 
concerning  their  problems  and  needs  and  to  allow  governmental  agencies  an 
opportunity  to  Indicate  their  Interest  in  the  study.  At  this  meeting, 
participants  requested  Federal  participation  In  the  construction  of  an 
Improved  levee  system  to  protect  the  penitentiary.  A  detailed  plan  of 
study  was  prepared  in  May  1977  and  coordinated  with  interested  Federal 
and  state  agencies.  An  information  brochure  waB  distributed  in  July  1980 
to  Inform  the  public  of  the  results  of  Stage  II  studies  and  to  request 
comments  concerning  any  aspect  of  the  proposed  alternatives  or  their 
potential  environmental  impacts.  The  final  public  meeting  was  held  on 
25  September  1981  in  Baton  Rouge,  Louisiana,  to  obtain  comments  from  the 
public  on  the  tentatively  selected  plan.  Coordination  has  been  main¬ 
tained  with  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  Louisiana  Department  of 
Wildlife  and  Fisheries. 


8.2  REQUIRED  COORDINATION 

The  draft  report  with  the  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  was 
furnished  to  Federal  and  state  agencies  and  to  other  interested  entitles 
for  review.  Approximately  30  days  following  the  promulgation  of  these 
documents,  a  final  public  meeting  was  held  to  discuss  the  tentatively 
recommended  plan.  Following  the  public  meeting  and  receipt  of  comments 
on  the  draft  report  and  EIS,  the  tentative  plan  was  adopted  as  the 
recommended  plan.  The  New  Orleans  District  Engineer  is  issuing  this 
final  report  presenting  the  recommended  plan  and  submitting  it  with  the 
final  EIS  to  the  President  of  the  Mississippi  River  Commission,  US  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  Vicksburg,  Mississippi. 
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8.3  STATEMENT  RECIPIENTS 


8.3.1.  FEDERAL 

J.  Bennett  Johnston,  US  Senator 
Russell  B.  Long,  US  Senator 
W.  Benson  Moore,  US  Congressman 
Glllis  W.  Long,  US  Congressman 

US  Department  of  the  Interior,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Program 
Development  and  Budget,  Office  of  Environmental  Project  Review 

US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Regional  Director,  Atlanta,  Georgia 

US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Area  Manager,  Jackson,  Mississippi 

US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Field  Supervisor,  Lafayette,  Louisiana 

Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Regional  Administrator,  Region  VI 

Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Administrator,  Washington,  DC 

US  Department  of  Commerce,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for 

Environmental  Affairs 

US  Department  of  Commerce,  Rational  Oceanic  end  Atmospheric 

Administration,  Office  of  Ecology  and  Conservation 

US  Department  of  Commerce,  Director,  National  Oceanic  and 

Atomospherlc  Administration,  National  Ocean  Survey 

US  Department  of  Commerce,  Meteorologist  In  Charge,  National  Weather 
Service,  New  Orleans  Area 

US  Department  of  Commerce,  Regional  Director,  National  Marine 

Fisheries  Service 

US  Department  of  Commerce,  Area  Supervisor,  National  Marine 

Fisheries  Service,  Water  Resources  Division 

US  Department  of  Agriculture,  Regional  Forester,  Forest  Service 

* 

US  Department  of  Agriculture,  State  Conservationist,  Soil 
Conservation  Service 
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18,274,000 


TABLE  C-6 — RECOMMENDED  PLAN  FIRST  COST 
(October  1981  price  levels) 


Unit 

Plan 

A1 

Item 

Unit 

Price 

Quantity 

Amount 

($) 

($> 

Clearing  and  Grubbing 

Acre 

1,200 

835 

1,002,000 

Embankment  (Semi  Comp) 

Normal  Hauling  Distances 

C.Y. 

2.60 

2,313,400 

6,015,000 

Longer  Hauling  Distances 

C.Y. 

2.80 

9  58,000 

2,778,000 

Berms  (Uncomp) 

C.Y. 

1.50 

780,000 

1,170,000 

Surfacing  (sand,  clay,  and 
gravel) 

C.Y. 

17.50 

18,000 

315,000 

Fertilizing  and  Seeding 

Acre 

500 

433 

217,000 

Drainage  Structures 

2,660,000 

Environmental  Protection 
(0.5  percent) 

L.$. 

70,000 

70,000 

Subtotal 

14,227,000 

Contingencies  (25X1) 

3,574,000 

Subtotal 

17,801,000 

E&D  (6X±) 

1,070,000 

SAA  (6X±) 

1,070,000 

Rights-of-way 

1,159,000 

TOTAL 

21,100,000 
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STATE  (Continued) 

Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Game  Division,  Chief 

Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Fish  Division,  Chief 

Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Coordinator, 
Environmental  Section 

Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries,  Baton  Rouge  District 
Office  No.  7 

Louisiana  State  Parks  and  Recreation  Commission 

Louisiana  Archaeological  Survey  and  Antiquities  Commission,  State 
Archaeologist 

Louisiana  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Louisiana  Coastal  Commission 

Louisiana  Public  Service  Commission 

Louisiana  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Office  of  Forestry 

Louisiana  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Office  of  Conservation 

Louisiana  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Office  of  Environmental 
Affairs,  Water  Pollution  Control  Division 

Louisiana  Department  of  Commerce  and  Industry 

Louisiana  Department  of  Culture,  Recreation,  and  Tourism,  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer 

Louisiana  Assistant  Attorney  General 

Louisiana  Department  of  Justice,  Environmental  Section 

Louisiana  Joint  Legislative  Committee  on  Environmental  Quality, 
Louisiana  Legislature 

Louisiana  State  Land  Office  Register 

Louisiana  State  Planning  Office 

Louisiana  State  Soil  end  Water  Conservation  Committee 

Louisiana  State  University,  Associate  Director,  Sea  Grant  Program, 
Center  for  Wetland  Resources 

Louisiana  State  University,  Coastal  Studies  Institute 
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STATE  (Continued) 

Louisiana  Department  of  Culture,  Recreation,  and  Tourism,  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer 

Louisiana  Assistant  Attorney  General 

Louisiana  Department  of  Justice,  Environmental  Section 

Louisiana  Joint  Legislative  Committee  on  Environmental  Quality, 
Louisiana  Legislature 

Louisiana  State  Land  Office  Register 

Louisiana  State  Planning  Office 

Louisiana  State  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Committee 

Louisiana  State  University,  Associate  Director,  Sea  Grant  Program, 
Center  for  Wetland  Resources 

Louisiana  State  University,  Coastal  Studies  Institute 

Louisiana  State  University,  Cooperative  Wildlife  Research  Unit 

Louisiana  State  University,  Curator  of  Anthropology,  Department  of 
Geography  and  Anthropology 

University  of  New  Orleans,  Coordinator,  Environmental  Impact 
Section,  Department  of  Environmental  Affairs 

University  of  New  Orleans,  Department  of  Anthropology  and  Geography 

Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness 

8.3.3.  CITIZENS  GROUPS  (National  and  Local) 

Ecology  Center  of  Louisiana,  Inc. 

Orleans  Audubon  Society,  c/o  Mr.  Barry  Kohl 
National  Audubon  Society,  Library 

National  Audubon  Society,  Southwestern  Regional  Office,  Regional 
Representative 

National  Audubon  Society,  Field  Research  Director 
National  Audubon  Society,  Director  of  Audubon  Sanctuaries 
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8.4  STATEMENT  COMMENTATORS 


FEDERAL 

Department  of  Agriculture 
Soil  Conservation  Service 
Alexandria,  LA 

Department  of  Commerce 
Director  of  Regulatory  Policy 
Washington,  DC 

Department  of  Commerce 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration 
National  Ocean  Survey 
Rockville,  MD 

Department  of  Stealth  and  Human 
Services 

Public  Health  Service 
Centers  for  Disease  Control 
Atlanta,  GA 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development 

Fort  Worth  Regional  Office 

Department  of  the  Interior 
Office  of  the  Secretary 
Southwest  Region 

Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Highway  Administration 
Baton  Rouge,  LA 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Region  VI 


STATE 

Department  of  Culture,  Recreation 
and  Tourism 

Office  of  Program  Development 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

Department  of  Transportation  and 
Development 

Office  of  Public  Works 

Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries 
New  Orleans,  LA 


Capital-Area  Groundwater  Conservation 
Commission 

Wildlife  Management  Institute 
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ELEVATIONS  IN  FEET  NGVD 


8.5  PUBJ  TC  VIEWS  AND  RESPONSES 

8.5.1.  The  views  expressed  to  this  agency  which  had  a  major  influence 
on  the  decision-making  process  were  the  need  for  flood  protection  for  the 
penitentiary  and  the  concern  for  avoiding  environmental  degradation. 
These  views  resulted  in  the  elimination  of  preliminary  plana  and  the 
eventual  development  of  the  detailed  plans  described  in  this  report. 

8.5.2.  The  comments  received  from  all  agencies  and  organisations  to  the 
draft  report  and  EIS  and  the  respective  responses  are  displayed  in 
Appendix  6. 

8.5.3.  The  US  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Center  for 
Disease  Control  expressed  concern,  primarily,  that  existing  or  potential 
mosquito  or  other  vector  populations  and  associated  needs  were  not 
addressed.  A  listing  of  the  most  common  mosquito  vectors  inhibiting  the 
study  area  and  impacts  are  provided  within  the  sections  on  Water  Bodies 
and  Associated  Wetlands  in  the  EIS.  Vector  control  will  be  emphasized  in 
the  advanced  engineering  and  design  report  indicating  the  responsibility 
and  methods  by  which  vector  problems  would  be  minimized. 

8.5.4.  The  US  Department  of  the  Interior  commented  that  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  should  utilize  professionals  in  archeology,  architecture,  and 
history  when  conducting  the  proposed  cultural  resources  survey  and  also 
must  request  determinations  of  eligibility  for  the  National  Register  on 
each  site  and  structure  identified  in  that  survey.  The  proposed  survey 
will  be  conducted  utilizing  professionals  of  all  appropriate  disci¬ 
plines.  The  survey  results  will  be  coordinated  with  the  Louisiana  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer,  whose  opinion  regarding  significance  will 
be  requested.  Formal  requests  for  determinations  of  eligibility  will  be 
guide  for  those  sites  which  meet  National  Register  criteria  (36  CFR  60.4) 
of  significance. 

8.5.5  The  Wildlife  Management  Institute  comments  addressed,  primarily, 
the  increased  costs  of  Plan  A1  over  Plan  A.  They  recommended  that  these 
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funds  be  utilized  to  purchase  a  larger  acreage  of  bottomland  hardwoods 
adjacent  to  one  of  the  existing  Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and 
Fisheries  wildlife  management  areas,  with  these  lands  being  turned  over 
to  that  agency  for  management*  The  increased  costs  of  Plan  A1  over 
Plan  A  result  from  the  expense  of  minimizing  environmental  damage  within 
the  study  area*  The  loss  of  74  acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods  which  would 
occur  with  Plan  A  can  be  avoided*  Plan  A  would  result  in  the  certain 
destruction  of  these  resources  and  would  constitute  a  net  loss  of  this 
habitat.  The  term  net  loss  is  used  because  only  creation  of  an 
additional  74  acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods  would  replace  the  acres  lost, 
in  the  strictest  sense*  Although  we  appreciate  the  position  of  the 
Wildlife  Management  Institute  concerning  public  use,  it  is  the  opinion  of 
this  agency  that  the  bottomland  hardwoods  that  would  be  destroyed  with 
Plan  A  have  an  Inherent  ecological  value  to  the  specific  study  area  which 
could  not  be  compensated  for  by  land  acquisition  elsewhere. 
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Commander 

US  Ariqr  Corps  of  Engineers 
Washington,  D.  C.  20314 


Suamary  of  Commission  Action 

The  Commission  finds  that  improvements  for  flood  protection  at  the  Louisiana 
State  Penitentiary  at  Angola  are  needed,  economically  justified  and  socially 
and  environmentally  acceptable.  The  Commission  concurs  in  District 
Commander's  plan  for  raising  and  strengthening  about  12.1  miles  of  existing 
locally  built  mainline  levee  and  incorporating  it  into  the  Federal  levee 
system,  replacing  two  existing  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culverts  with  two  new 
6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culverts  with  sliding  vertical  sluice  gates,  and 
modifying  discharge  pipes  for  existing  120,000  gpm  pumps  to  pass  over  the  new 
levee.  Total  construction  cost  is  estimated  at  $21,100,000  (October  1981 
price  level).  The  benefit-cost  ratio  is  1.3. 

Summary  of  Report  Under  Review 

1.  Authority.  The  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  Levee,  Mississippi  River 
study  was  authorized  by  a  resolution  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
of  the  United  States  Senate  on  5  September  1973.  The  resolution,  requested  by 
Senator  Russell  B.  Long  of  Louisiana,  is  quoted  as  follows: 

"RESOLVED  BY  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES  SENATE,  That  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army, 
is  hereby  requested  to  review  the  report  on  the  Mississippi  River 
and  Tributaries  Project,  published  as  House  Document  308  of  the 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  and  other  pertinent  reports,  with  a  view 
to  determining  whether  incorporating  the  local  levee  at  the 
Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  into  the  Federal  levee  system  is 
advisable." 


2.  District  Commander's  Report.  The  final  Feasibility  Report  of  the  District 
Commander,  U.  S.  Army  Engineer  District,  New  Orleans,  which  presents  the 
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results  of  studies  of  flood  control  problems  at  the  Louisiana  State 
Penitentiary  at  Angola,  is  Inclosed  (Incl  1). 

3.  Description  of  Study  Area.  The  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  Levee  study 
area  is  located  on  the  left  descending  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River  between 
river  miles  294  and  310  above  Head  of  Passes,  in  West  Feliciana  Parish  about 
50  miles  northwest  of  Baton  Rouge.  The  State  Penitentiary  comprises 
19,428  acres  of  which  approximately  16,240  acres  are  subject  to  potential 
Mississippi  River  overflow,  the  remainder  being  in  the  Tunica  Hills  above  the 
Alluvial  Plain.  A  locally  constructed  levee  system  provides  partial 
protection  to  about  12,140  acres.  The  mainline  levee  provides  about  30-year 
protection  to  9,866  acres.  The  Monkey  Island  and  Charity  Lake  levees  provide 
a  lesser  degree  of  protection  to  858  acres  and  1,416  acres,  respectively. 

4.  Economic  Development.  Within  the  mainline  levee,  about  4,850  acres  are 
used  for  pastureland  and  4,390  acres  are  used  for  cropland,  with  a  net  annual 
return  of  about  $859,000  (1980  price  levels).  The  area  within  the  Monkey 
Island  and  Charity  Lake  levees  is  used  for  cropland  and  pastureland  with  net 
annual  returns  of  $60,000  and  $7,000,  respectively.  As  of  1976,  the 
penitentiary  buildings  included  15  dormitories,  mess  hall,  workshops,  a 
hospital,  and  other  support  activities  with  a  value  of  $46,757,000  (1980  price 
levels)  with  additional  facilities  completed  between  1976  and  1980  with  a 
value  of  $88,680,000.  On-going  work  raises  the  total  value  of  improvements  at 
the  penitentiary  to  $141,677,000. 

5.  Existing  Improvements. 

a.  Corps  of  Engineers.  There  are  no  existing  Federal  flood  control 
Improvements  at  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  but  several  nearby  features 
of  the  MR&T  project  affect  the  penitentiary  and  help  reduce  flood  stages  in 
the  Mississippi  River  adjacent  to  the  penitentiary.  The  Old  River  low  sill 
and  overbank  structures,  about  5  miles  upstream,  are  designed  to  divert 
combined  flood  flows  of  up  to  approximately  630,000  cfs.  The  Morganza  Control 
Structure,  about  14  miles  downstream,  la  capable  of  diverting  about 

600,000  cfs.  These  structures  direct  a  substantial  part  of  Mississippi  River 
flood  flows  into  the  Atchafalaya  Basin  thereby  reducing  flood  flows  and  stages 
on  the  river.  The  Old  River  Navigation  Lock,  located  opposite  the 
penitentiary  at  river  mile  303,  provides  continued  navigation  between  the 
Atchafalaya,  Ouachita,  Black  and  Red  Rivers  and  the  Mississippi  River. 

b.  Non-Federal.  The  Department  of  Corrections  of  the  Louisiana 
Department  of  Health  and  Human  Resources  owns  the  present  levee  system 
surrounding  the  penitentiary.  The  levee  system  was  built  primarily  by  inmate 
labor  and  not  to  grade  or  section  specifications  required  for  the  Federal 
levee  system.  The  local  levee  system  consists  of  three  levees:  the  main  line 
levee  which  is  12.1  miles  long  and  provides  approximately  30-year  protection 
to  9,866  acres;  the  Monkey  Island  levee,  2.9  miles  long,  provides 
approximately  3-year  protection  to  858  acres;  and  the  Charity  Lake  levee, 

4.7  miles  long,  which  provides  approximately  6-year  protection  to 

1,416  acres.  A  two  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culvert  gravity  drainage  structure 

and  three  electrical  pumps  with  a  total  pumping  capacity  of  120,000  gallons 
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per  minute  are  included  for  interior  drainage.  Water  is  pumped  over  the  levee 
through  two  36-inch  diameter  cast  iron  pipes. 

6.  Problems  and  Needs.  The  existing  levee  is  deficient  in  both  grade  and 
cross-section.  These  deficiencies  make  failure  a  possibility  during  high- 
water  season.  It  is  estimated  that  a  30-year  flood  would  be  sufficient  to 
cause  failure.  In  the  event  of  failure  or  the  threat  of  failure,  evacuation 
of  the  inmate  population  would  be  necessary.  A  stage  of  60  feet  NGVD  (about 
20-year  flood)  necessitates  significant  flood-fight  efforts  and  with  a 
forecast  of  a  continued  rising  crest  could  result  in  an  emergency 
evacuation.  Finding  an  alternative  location  for  housing  and  confining  the 
prisoners  would  pose  a  formidable  problem.  The  area  also  has  seepage  and 
interior  drainage  problems  which  can  be  detrimental  to  the  crops  inside  the 
levee  system  during  high  water. 

7.  Improvements  Desired.  Local  interests  have  asked  that  the  local  levee  be 
incorporated  in  the  Federal  levee  system,  the  maximum  Justifiable  land  area  be 
protected,  adequate  interior  drainage  facilities  be  provided,  and  an  access 
road  between  the  ferry  landing  and  the  penitentiary  be  constructed. 

8.  Alternatives  Considered.  Structural  alternatives  considered  included 
levees  and  flood’valls  along  existing  levee  alignments  and  along  the 
Mississippi  River's  east  bank  to  encompass  the  entire  study  area;  construction 
of  ring  levees  to  increase  protection  of  existing  facilities;  elevating  or 
restricting  future  development  to  higher  ground;  and  increasing  pumping 
capacity  to  provide  drainage  relief.  Non-structural  alternatives  considered 
included  relocation  of  facilities  subject  to  flood  damage, flood  proofing, 
flood-forecasting  and  evacuation  plans,  flood-fighting,  and  land-use 
measures . 

9.  Recommended  Plan.  The  recommended  plan  consists  of  raising  and 
strengthening  the  mainline  levee  to  a  maximum  elevation  of  71.5  feet  NGVD  with 
seepage  berms  where  necessary.  The  levee  would  have  a  10-foot  crown  with  side 
slopes  of  1  vertical  on  5.5  horizontal  on  the  land  side  and  1  vertical  on 

4  horizontal  on  the  riverside.  This  would  provide  protection  from  the  Project 
Design  Flood  with  4  feet  of  freeboard.  The  existing  gravity  drainage  culverts 
would  be  replaced  by  two  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culverts  with  sliding  vertical 
sluice  gates.  The  pump  discharge  pipes  would  be  modified  to  pass  over  the 
levee.  No  change  in  the  pumps  is  contemplated.  Any  future  modification  of 
the  pumps  or  pumping  capacity  would  be  a  responsibility  of  local  interests. 

10.  Economic  Evaluation.  Based  on  October  1981  price  levels,  the  District 
Commander  estimates  the  first  cost  of  the  recommended  project  to  be 
$21,100,000  of  which,  under  conventional  cost  sharing  for  the  MR&T  Project, 
$19,941,000  would  be  Federal  and  $1,159,000  would  be  non-Federal.  The  annual 
charges,  based  on  an  interest  rate  of  7-5/8  percent  and  a  100-year  period  for 
economic  analysis,  are  estimated  at  $1,814,000  including  operation  and 
maintenance  coats  of  $15,000  annually.  Average  annual  benefits  from  flood 
damage  prevention  are  estimated  at  $2,298,000,  and  the  benefit-cost  ratio 

is  1.3. 
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11.  Project  Effects.  The  recommended  plan  would  have  both  beneficial  and 
adverse  impacts.  Flood  protection  to  agriculture  and  improvements  would  be 
Increased  reducing  the  likelihood  of  inmate  evacuation  and  subsistence  and 
hence  the  tremendous  economic  and  social  upheaval  associated  with 
evacuation.  Approximately  5  acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods,  1  acre  of 
waterbodies  and  associated  wetland  and  345  acres  of  open  land  would  be 
affected  by  levee  construction  and  borrow  pit  excavation  and  about  345  acres 
of  aquatic  habitat  would  be  created.  The  plan  would  have  beneficial  Impacts 
to  endangered  species  within  the  study  area  by  creating  open,  deep-water  areas 
providing  suitable  breeding  habitat  for  the  American  alligator. 

12.  Recommendations  of  the  Reporting  Officer.  The  District  Commander 
recommends  incorporation  of  the  mainline  levee  into  the  Federal  levee  system 
in  accordance  with  the  plan  described  in  his  report,  subject  to  cost-sharing 
and  financing  arrangements  which  are  satisfactory  to  the  President  and 
Congress . 

13.  Response  to  Public  Notice.  The  Mew  Orleans  District  Commander  issued  a 
public  notice  on  28  January  1982  stating  his  findings  and  recommendations  and 
inviting  public  comment  to  the  Mississippi  River  Commission.  There  were  no 
responses. 


Review  of  the  Mississippi  River  Commission 

14.  General.  The  scope  of  the  Commission's  review  encompassed  the  overall 
technical,  economic  and  environmental  aspects  of  the  recommended  plan.  The 
report's  conformance  to  the  14  December  1979  Water  Resources  Council's 
Principles  and  Standards  was  considered  as  well  as  the  views  of  State  and 
Federal  agencies  and  local  Interests. 

15.  Findings  and  Conclusions.  The  Mississippi  River  Commission  concurs  in 
general  with  the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  District  Commander.  The 
recommended  plan  is  engineeringly  and  environmentally  acceptable  and 
economically  justified.  Total  project  first  costs  are  estimated  at 
$21,100,000  based  on  October  1981  price  levels.  Average  annual  charges,  based 
on  the  current  Interest  rate  of  7-5/8  percent  and  a  100-year  period  for 
economic  analysis,  are  estimated  at  $1,814,000.  Average  annual  benefits  are 
estimated  at  $2,298,000,  and  the  benefit-cost  ratio  is  1.3.  Under  traditional 
cost-sharing  required  by  the  1928  Flood  Control  Act,  non-Federal  project 
responsibilities  include:  perform  normal  maintenance,  accept  any  lands  turned 
over  to  them,  and  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  rights-of-way 
for  levee  foundations  and  levees.  The  present  administration  is  reviewing 
cost-sharing  policy,  but  specific  percentages  regarding  cost-sharing  and 
financing  have  not  been  determined.  The  District  Commander  recommends 
construction  subject  to  cost-sharing  and  financing  arrangements,  which  are 
satisfactory  to  the  President  and  the  Congress.  The  Commission  notes  that 
implementation  of  the  recommended  plan  could  affect  the  Project  Design  Flood 
flowline  by  up  to  spproxlmately  0.2  feet.  This  is  not  considered  a 
significant  Impact  that  would  necessitate  an  increase  in  levee  grades  opposite 
the  recommended  project.  This  matter  will  be  investigated  further  during 
post-authorisation  detailed  planning.  The  Commission  also  notes  that  the 
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difference  between  the  NED  and  LED  (recommended)  plans  is  limited  to  the 
location  of  borrow  areas  for  levee  construction  and  is  conceptual  in  nature. 
The  precise  location  of  borrow  areas  is  more  appropriate  for  determination 
during  post-authorization  detailed  planning.  The  Commission  believes  that  no 
Federal  funds  should  be  expended  for  the  preservation  of  environmental  value 
unless  the  state  provides  assurances  that  these  lands  will  be  protected  for 
that  purpose.  The  Commission  believes  that  the  plan  recommended  by  the 
District  Commander  will  provide  suitable  flood  protection  to  the  Louisiana 
State  Penitentiary  and  eliminate  adverse  social  effects  associated  with 
prisoner  evacuation  and  relocation.  The  Commission  also  believes  that  the 
recommended  project  is  a  proper  added  increment  to  the  Mississippi  River  and 
Tributaries  Project  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  IS  May  1928, 
as  amended. 


16.  Recommendations .  The  Mississippi  River  Commission  recommends  that  the 
existing  project,  Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries,  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  approved  15  May  1928,  as  amended,  be  further  modified  to  provide 
for  flood  control  Improvements  at  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary, 

Mississippi  River,  generally  in  accordance  with  the  plans  of  the  reporting 
officer,  with  such  modifications  as  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  may  be  advisable,  avbject  to  cost-sharing  and  financing  arrangements 
with  the  responsible  non-Federal  agencies  sponsoring  the  project  which  ere 
satisfactory  to  the  President  and  the  Congress. 


1  Incl 
NOD  Rpt 


Brigadier  General,  USA 

Member 


President,  Mississippi  River  Commission 


Major  General,  USA 
Member 
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BIOLOGICAL  ASSESSMENT  OF  THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED  SPECIES 


LOUISIANA  STATE  PENITENTIARY  LEVEE,  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER 


PURPOSE 


This  assessment  is  submitted  by  the  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  New 
Orleans  District,  in  compliance  with  Section  7c  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Amendments  of  1978.  In  a  letter  dated  4  January  1980,  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  requested  information  from  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
regarding  threatened  or  endangered  species  within  the  Louisiana  State 
Penitentiary  Levee  study  area,  located  at  Angola,  Louisiana.  The  US  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  responded  that  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker  [Picoides 
(Dendrocopos)  borealis]  and  the  American  alligator  (Alligator  mississippiensis) 
may  be  present  within  this  area. 

PROJECT  SETTING 


The  study  area  is  located  on  the  left  descending  bank  of  the  Mississippi 
River  in  West  Feliciana  Parish  about  50  miles  northwest  of  Baton  Rouge. 

The  study  area  totals  approximately  19,430  acres.  Within  this  area  the 
mainline  levee  with  a  crown  elevation  of  63  feet  National  Geodetic  Vertical 
Datum  (NGVD)1  provides  flood  protection  for  about  9,866  acres  of  the 
Angola  state  penal  facilities.  The  area  is  relatively  flat,  lying  in  the 
Mississippi  Alluvial  Plain,  and  ground  elevations  vary  from  40  to  55  feet 
NGVD.  Approximately  1,400  acres  of  woodlands  remain  in  the  project  area 
with  the  remainder  being  primarily  cropland.  There  are  approximately  740 
acres  of  borrow  pits,  oxbows  and  natural  lakes  in  the  area. 

RECOMMENDED  PLAN 


Studies  were  initiated  to  provide  flood  protection  to  the  penal 
facilities  and  residents.  This  resulted  in  the  formulation  and  analysis 

*A11  elevations  and  stages  in  this  report  are  in  feet  National  Geodetic 
Vertical  Datum  (previously  mean  sea  level)  unless  otherwise  noted. 
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of  seven  structural  plans  as  well  as  plans  for  evacuation  and  relocation. 

The  evacuation  and  relocation  plans  are  very  unlikely  to  be  recommended 

due  to  strong  public  opposition.  The  mainline  levee  plan  is  the  least 

environmentally  damaging  plan  of  the  structural  plans  considered.  The 

plan  described  as  the  "most  likely  candidate"  for  recommendation  consists 

of  raising  and  strengthening  the  mainline  levee  to  a  height  of  71.5  feet. 

Included  in  the  plan  is  the  replacement  of  an  existing  pair  of  6-  by  6- 

foot  culverts  through  the  levee  with  two  new  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  cul- 

2 

verts  with  sliding  vertical  sluice  gates.  The  material  to  be  used  for 
increasing  the  height  of  the  levee  will  be  excavated  from  a  borrow  area  to 
be  located  on  the  river  side  and  parallel  to  the  existing  levee.  The 
borrow  area  is  planned  to  be  no  closer  than  650  feet  from  the  centerline 
of  the  existing  levee.  Dimensions  of  the  borrow  area  would  typically  be 
10  feet  deep  and  285  feet  wide.  The  actual  dimensions  of  the  borrow  area 
may  vary  in  some  locations  in  order  to  avoid  forested  areas  and  wetlands . 
Sides  of  the  borrow  pit  would  be  graded  to  1  on  3  slopes  typically 
however,  some  segments  may  be  graded  down  to  1  on  6,  or  slopes  between, 
for  environmental  enhancement. 

CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 


A  comprehensive  survey  of  the  study  area  revealed  that  the  red- 
cockaded  woodpecker  [Picoides  (Dendrocopos)  borealis]  is  not  present; 
however,  the  American  alligator  (Alligator  mississippiensis)  is  present  in 
the  Immediate  study  area.  The  Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and 
Fisheries  reports  that  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker  is  found  in  West 
Feliciana  Parish  but  not  in  the  study  area  and  attributes  this  to  the  lack 
of  suitable  habitat.  That  agency  reports  that  the  American  alligator  is 
definitely  present  in  Sugar  Lake  and  probably  in  other  lakes  within  the 
project  area.  West  Feliciana  Parish,  according  to  Louisiana  studies,  is 
estimated  to  have  a  population  of  approximately  38  alligators  per  square 
mile  of  alligator  habitat. 


2 

Type  of  culverts  in  this  plan  revised  approximately  1  Sep  80  from  type 
originally  indicated  in  assessment. 


Studies  indicate  that  the  project  as  proposed  will  not  impact  the 
red-cockaded  woodpecker  due  to  the  complete  absence  of  suitable  habitat. 

The  American  alligator  will  be  impacted  beneficially  by  the  project  as 
proposed  due  to  the  creation  of  approximately  345  acres  of  aquatic  habitat. 

Studies  indicate  that  the  project  as  proposed  will  have  no  cumulative 
effects  upon  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker.  The  cumulative  effects  of  the 
proposed  project  upon  the  American  alligator  would  be  beneficial.  The 
deepwater  habitat  created  as  a  result  of  borrow  excavation  would  be  used 
by  alligators  during  courtship  and  breeding.  The  filling  of  the  existing 
borrow  pit  in  some  areas  as  required  by  planned  levee  construction  would 
deprive  alligators  of  specific  existing  available  habitat.  The  habitat  to 
be  created,  however,  would  be  much  more  extensive  than  the  existing  habitat 
and  would  furnish  increased  provisions  for  the  alligator's  life  require¬ 
ments  .  The  replacement  drainage  structures  through  the  levees  are  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  hydraulically  equivalent  to  the  existing  structures;  there¬ 
fore,  no  impact  should  occur  to  existing  interior  wetland  habitat. 

STUDY  METHODS  AND  DIFFICULTIES 

The  study  methods  used  in  this  report  were  literature  review,  personal 
communication  with  experts  in  the  field,  "on  the  ground"  reconnaissance  of 
the  study  area,  and  correspondence  with  officials  of  the  Louisiana 
Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries. 

No  difficulties  were  encountered  during  the  study  process  and  data 
were  obtained  with  a  reasonable  amount  of  effort  to  prepare  the  assessment. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In  conclusion,  it  is  determined  that  the  implementation  of  the  project 
as  proposed  will  have  no  adverse  effects  upon  any  listed  species  or  their 
critical  habitat. 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

300  EAST  PASCAGOULA  STREET.  SUITE  300 
JACKSON.  MISSISSIPPI  39201 

December  14,  1981 


District  Engineer 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.O.  Box  60267 

New  Orleans,  Louisiana  70160 
Dear  Sir: 


18  DEC  f8? 


Reference  is  made  to  the  study  "Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  Levee, 
Mississippi  River",  being  conducted  under  the  leadership  of  the  New 
Orleans  District  Corps  of  Engineers  (NODCE).  The  study  was  authorized 
by  a  resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  oT  the  United  States 
Senate  on  September  5,  1973,  which  requested  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
(Department  of  the  Army)  determine  the  advisability  of  Incorporating  the 
existing  local  levee  at  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  into  the  Federal 
mainline  levee  system.  According  to  members  of  your  staff,  you  plan  to 
recommend  raising  and  strengthening  the  mainline  levee  in  the  project  area 
as  part  of  the  Federal  mainline  levee  system.  This  letter  represents 
the  final  report  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  the  proposed  project, 
and  Is  submitted  In  accordance  with  provisions  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Coordination  Act  (48  Stat.  401,  as  amended;  16  U.S.C.  661  et  seq.J. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  AREA 

The  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  (LSP)  at  Angola  encompasses  approxi¬ 
mately  19,400  acres  on  the  left  descending  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River 
in  West  Feliciana  Parish,  Louisiana.  The  penal  farm  Is  bounded  by  the 
Mississippi  River  to  the  south  and  the  west,  and  the  Loulslana-Misslsslppi 
state  line  to  the  north;  the  eastern  boundary  runs  through  the  Tunica 
Hills  (Figure  1). 

The  LSP  can  be  divided  Into  two  distinct  geographic  regions:  the 
Mississippi  River  Alluvial  Plain  and  the  Tunica  Hills.  The  latter 
region  Is  a  distinct  physiographic  province  known  as  the  "loess  hills" 
(Delcourt  and  Delcourt,  1974). 

Considerable  land  use  changes  have  occurred  within  the  study  area.  A 
study  (delcourt  and  Delcourt,  1974),  utilizing  an  early  American  Land 
office  survey  as  a  basis,  Indicated  that  the  Mississippi  River  Alluvial 
Plain  In  the  project  area  once  consisted  of  baldcypress-tupelogum  swamp. 
Through  levee  construction  and  natural  alluviation,  approximately 
9,900  acres  of  the  alluvial  plain  within  the  project  area  have  been 
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protected  from  river  overflow.  An  additional  2,280  acres  in  the 
Charity  Lake  and  Monkey  Island  areas  are  also  protected  by  levees  but 
do  receive  occasional  flood  waters. 

Approximately  9,900  acres  of  the  penal  farm  are  encircled  by  12.1  miles 
of  mainline  levee  (ML).  This  levee,  at  a  height  of  64  feet  National 
Geodetic  Vertical  Datum  (NGVD),  provides  the  only  significant  flood 
protection  for  the  prison.  Drainage  channels  and  Lake  Killarney  lo¬ 
cated  within  the  ML  collect  excess  water,  which  is  discharged  into 
Sugar  Lake  outside  the  ML  via  culverts  and  an  adjacent  pumping  station. 

Sugar  Lake  is  linked  to  the  Mississippi  River  by  Sugar  Lake  Bayou. 

Two  secondary  levees  adjoin  the  ML.  The  Monkey  Island  Levee  (MIL), 
at  a  net  grade  of  51  feet  NGVD,  provides  some  flood  protection  to 
860  acres  of  cropland.  Drainage  is  accomplished  by  portable  pumps 
or  removal  of  a  portion  of  the  levee  at  its  lower  end.  The  Charity 
Lake  Levee  (CLL) ,  at  an  elevation  of  55  feet  NGVD,  provides  protection 
to  1,420  acres  of  land  (primarily  pasture).  This  area  is  drained  by  a 
gated  culvert  that  remains  open  at  river  stages  below  36  feet  NGVD. 

The  area  has  no  drainage  when  river  stages  exceed  36  feet  NGVD. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

According  to  information  contained  in  the  Draft  Main  Report  the  plan 
tentatively  selected  for  recomnendation  to  your  higher  authority  is  Plan 
A1 .  This  plan  consists  of  raising  and  strengthening  the  ML  to  a  maximum 
height  71.5  feet  National  Geodetic  Vertical  Datum  (NGVD).  This  would  be 
accomplished  by  levee  enlargement  on  the  riverside  or  landside  of  the  existing 
levee,  with  seepage  berms  to  be  provided  where  seepage  has  been  observed.  The 
levee  would  have  a  10-foot  crown  width  with  side  slopes  of  1  vertical  on  5.5 
horizontal  on  the  landside  and  1  vertical  on  4  horizontal  on  the  riverside. 
This  would  provide  protection  from  the  standard  project  flood  with  4  feet  of 
freeboard.  The  existing  pair  of  concrete  culverts  (6  feet  by  6  feet) 
located  in  the  ML  would  be  replaced  with  two  new  6-by  6-foot  concrete 
culverts  with  vertical  sluice  gates.  Modifications  will  be  required 
in  two  36-inch  diameter  pipes  which  transport  water  from  the  pumping 
station  near  Sugar  Lake  and  over  the  ML,  so  that  these  pipes  will  pass 
over  the  top  of  the  new  levee. 

The  recommended  plan  includes  measures  to  reduce  adverse  environmental  im¬ 
pacts.  Levee  enlargement  will  be  accomplished  on  the  landside  of  the  ML 
where  existing  borrow  pits  adjoin  the  riverside  of  the  levee.  Fill 
material  will  be  obtained  from  new  borrow  pits  parallel  to  and  along 
the  riverside  of  the  levee.  Extra  care  will  be  taken  to  avoid  bottom¬ 
land  hardwoods  and  wetlands  along  Charity  and  Sugar  Lakes  when  excavating 
the  new  borrow  pits.  The  ML  will  also  be  constructed  so  that  wetlands 
and  existing  borrow  pits  hydrological ly  connected  to  Charity  or  Sugar 
Lakes  will  not  be  affected  by  fill  placement. 
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FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  RESOURCES  WITHOUT  THE  PROJECT 


Description  of  Habitat 

The  LSP  penal  farm  has  several  wildlife  habitat  types  present.  Mixed 
hardwoods  are  found  in  the  ravines  and  river  lowlands  of  the  Tunica  Hills 
(Delcourt  and  Delcourt,  1974).  Habitat  types  found  in  the  Mississippi 
River  floodplain  include  bottomland  hardwoods  (Palustrine  forested  wetlands; 
Cowardin  et  al.,  1979),  pastures,  cropland,  large  open  water  areas  such  as 
Sugar  and  Killarney  Lakes  (Lacustrine  limnetic,  Lacustrine  littoral;  Cowardin 
et  al.,  1979),  and  smaller  open  water  areas  such  as  Charity  Lake,  small 
ponds,  and  borrow  pits  (Palustrine  open  water).  The  mixed  hardwoods  of  the 
Tunica  Hills  are  vegetated  with  Carolina  beech,  white  ash,  southern  magnolia, 
white  oak  and  Shumard  oak.  The  herbaceous  understory  consists  primarily 
of  phlox,  may  apple,  Christmas  fern,  and  bellwort  (Allen  et  al . ,  1975). 

The  bottomland  hardwoods  are  mainly  located  outside  the  ML.  Dverstory 
vegetation  includes  hackberry,  eastern  cottonwood,  box  elder,  green  ash, 
bitter  pecan,  honeylocust,  waterlocust,  baldcypress,  and  water  oak. 

Typical  understory  plants  include  swamp  privet,  greenbriars,  rattan  vine, 
hawthorne,  butterweed,  and  Cyperus  spp. 

Agricultural  land  (pasture  and  cropland)  comprises  the  most  extensive 
habitat  type  in  the  LSP.  Principal  crops  include  soybeans,  cotton, 
sorghum,  corn,  and  various  truck  crops.  Cattle  graze  on  the  pasturelands. 

The  largest  open  water  area  is  the  430-acre  Lake  Killarney,  located  within 
the  ML.  Other  open  waters  include  Sugar  and  Charity  Lakes,  borrow  pits, 
and  small  ponds.  Aquatic  vegetation  such  as  floating  water  primrose  and 
duckweed  are  coninon  in  these  waters.  Swamp  privet  is  commonly  found  in 
association  with  the  borrow  areas. 

Fishery  Resources 

The  fishery  resources  of  the  study  area  are  limited  to  Lake  Killarney, 

Sugar  Lake,  Charity  Lake,  and  several  borrow  pits  and  small  ponds.  Fishes 
expected  to  occur  in  the  430-acre  Lake  Killarney  include  largemouth  bass, 
black  crappie,  white  crappie,  warmouth,  bluegill,  channel  catfish,  yellow 
bullhead,  bowfin,  spotted  gar,  carp,  gizzard  shad,  pirate  perch,  mosquito- 
fish,  and  several  minnow  species.  Sport  fishing  is  allowed,  with  employees 
of  the  LSP  being  the  major  participants. 

Sugar  Lake  comprises  approximately  100  acres,  and  is  connected  to  the 
Mississippi  River  via  Sugar  Lake  Bayou.  During  high  water  periods  this 
area  provides  feeding,  spawning,  and  nursery  habitat  to  numerous  species 
of  fish  common  to  the  Mississippi  River.  Species  known  to  commonly 
occur  in  the  river  and  expected  to  occur  in  Sugar  Lake  include  largemouth 
bass,  black  crappie,  white  crappie,  spotted  gar,  longnose  gar,  shortnose 
gar,  skipjack  herring,  gizzard  shad,  threadfin  shad,  carp,  river  carpsucker. 
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smallmouth  buffalo,  bigmouth  buffalo,  blue  catfish,  channel  catfish,  flat- 
head  catfish,  and  freshwater  drum. 

Charity  Lake  and  the  borrow  pits  and  sloughs  of  the  study  area  provide 
limited  fish  habitat.  These  water  bodies  experience  drastic  water  fluc¬ 
tuations  in  response  to  varying  climatic  conditions  and  river  stages,  and 
experience  chronic  high  turbidity  levels.  Small  populations  of  yellow 
bullhead,  black  bullhead,  carp,  bowfin,  shortnose  gar,  green  sunfish, 
and  mosquitofish  are  expected  to  occur  in  these  waters. 

Agricultural  lands  are  generally  of  less  value  to  wildlife  than  areas 
supporting  native  vegetation.  However,  significant  use  by  some  wildlife 
species  occurs.  Mourning  doves  are  favored  by  extensive  farming  operations 
where  large  acreages  of  soybeans  and  grain  crops  are  harvested  mechanically. 
Nearby  water  and  suitable  nesting  habitat  make  this  part  of  the  study  area 
ideal  for  doves.  This  area  also  supplies  limited  feeding  habitat  for 
American  woodcock.  Eastern  cottontail,  numerous  rodents,  cattle  egret, 
bobwhite,  eastern  meadowlark,  and  northern  shrike  utilize  agricultural  lands 
throughout  the  year. 

Game  mammals  associated  with  bottomland  hardwoods  include  white-tailed  deer, 
swamp  rabbit,  raccoon,  gray  squirrel,  and  fox  squirrel.  Furbearers  present 
are  beaver,  mink,  gray  fox,  bobcat,  opossum,  and  possibly  nutria.  Wood 
ducks  and  mallards  are  expected  to  utilize  the  seasonally  flooded  bottom¬ 
land  hardwoods.  Other  game  birds  expected  in  these  wetlands  include 
American  woodcock,  wild  turkey,  bobwhite,  and  mourning  dove.  Non-game 
species  such  as  small  marrmals,  raptors,  songbirds,  reptiles,  and  amphibians 
are  also  believed  to  be  common  in  this  area. 

The  open  water  (lakes,  borrow  pits,  sloughs,  and  ponds)  and  associated  rip¬ 
arian  vegetation  of  the  study  area  support  wading  birds  such  as  great  egret, 
cattle  egret,  great  blue  heron,  little  blue  heron,  and  green  heron.  These 
areas  also  provide  resting  habitat  to  migratory  waterfowl  such  as  mallard, 
northern  pintail,  green-winged  teal,  blue-winged  teal,  gadwall,  American 
wigeon,  and  lesser  scaup.  The  American  alligator  occurs  in  open  waters  and 
associated  riparian  areas  of  the  study  area.  This  species  is  presently  class 
fied  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  threatened  by  similarity  of 
appearance  in  the  area.  The  red-cockaded  woodpecker,  usually  found  in 
mature,  open  pine  forests,  may  occur  in  a  portion  of  the  study  area. 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  RESOURCES  WITH  THE  PROJECT 
Fishery  Resources 

Approximately  345  acres  of  cropland  and  pasture  will  be  converted  to  borrow 
pits  with  the  tentatively  selected  plan.  With  proper  design  and  stocking, 
it  is  possible  that  the  borrow  pits  would  support  significant  populations 
of  fishes  such  as  largemouth  bass,  bluegill,  and  channel  catfish.  This 
would  depend  on  maintenance  of  adequate  water  levels  during  periods  of 
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A  review  draft  of  this  report  was  provided  to  the  Louisiana  Department 
of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  and  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service. 
Copies  of  letters  of  comment  received  are  attached. 

Your  cooperation  in  this  matter  is  appreciated. . 


Sincerely  yours. 


Attachment 
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APPENDIX  A 

PROBLEM  IDENTIFICATION 


This  appendix  contains  Information  on  the  study;  on  present  and 
future  conditions  In  the  study  area;  on  problems,  needs,  and 
opportunities  relative  to  flood  control  In  the  area;  and  on  the  planning 
objectives. 

STUDY  A  UTHORITY 

This  report  is  made  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
resolution  presented  below.  The  resolution  was  adopted  on  5  September 
1973,  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  United  States  Senate  at  the 
request  of  Senator  Russell  B.  Long  of  Louisiana.  The  resolution  reads  as 
follows: 

"RESOLVED  BY  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES  SENATE,  That  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the 
Army,  is  hereby  requested  to  review  the  report  on  the 
Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries'  Project,  published  as  House 
Document  308  of  the  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  and  other  pertinent 
reports,  with  a  view  to  determining  whether  incorporating  the 
local  levee  at  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  into  the 
Federal  levee  system  is  advisable.” 

PRIOR  STUDIES  AND  STUDIES  OF  OTHERS 

A  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  study  was  begun  by  a  draft  detailed 
project  report,  entitled  "Angola  Levee,  Louisiana,"  submitted  3  May  1965, 
under  authority  of  Section  205  of  the  1948  Flood  Control  Act,  as 
amended .  The  main  concern  of  the  report  was  the  proposed  construction  of 
a  levee  and  drainage  structure  around  the  lands  immediately  adjacent  to 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  WILDLtFE  AND  FISHERIES 

400  ROrAL  fjTREfT 

NEW  ORLEANS  70130 

504/342-5864 


October  30,  1981 


DAVID  C.TBEEN 

C.UVCMNO" 


Mr.  Dave  Fruge' 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
P.O.  Box  4305 
Lafayette,  La.  70502 


RE:  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  Levee, 

Mississippi  River,  Coordination  Act  Report 


Dear  Mr .  Fruge ' : 

We  have  reviewed  the  above  referenced  document  and  we  concur  with  your 
assessment  and  recommendations.  We  have  also  informed  the  Corps  that  we 
favor  implementation  of  Plan  A1 . 


Sincerely, 


9- ' 

Jesse  J.  Guidry  v 

Secretary  * 


JJG:MBW:cgd 


An  Equal  Opportunity  Employer 


Sugar  Lake,  south  of  the  penal  farm  proper.  The  proposed  levee  grade 
would  have  provided  a  2-foot  freeboard  above  the  10-year  flood.  The 
report  was  favorable;  however,  the  final  detailed  project  report  was 
terminated  due  to  the  unwillingness  on  the  part  of  the  local  interest  to 
provide  the  required  cooperation  at  that  time.  Due  to  the  limited  scope 
of  the  study  covered  in  the  report,  it  was  of  minimal  use  to  the  present 
planning  effort. 

EXISTING  CONDITIONS 

A  broad  description  of  the  existing  conditions  made  as  part  of  the 
problem  identification  task  is  presented  in  the  subsequent  paragraphs. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


The  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  at  Angola  comprises  19,428  acres  of 
which  approximately  16,240  acres  could  be  impacted  by  project  work 
depending  on  the  chosen  course  of  action.  The  Tunica  Hills,  on  the 
eastern  portion  of  the  property,  will  not  be  materially  affected  because 
of  their  elevation  above  the  flood-prone  area.  The  study  area  lies  in 
the  Mississippi  Alluvial  Plain,  and  is  protected  from  Mississippi  River 
floods  by  the  existing  non-Federal  levees.  The  majority  of  the  land  is 
agricultural  with  ground  surface  elevations  ranging  from  40  to  55  feet 
National  Geodetic  Vertical  Datum  (NGVD).* 

The  prison  compound  is  encircled  by  approximately  12.1  miles  of 
mainline  levee  which  abuts  the  Tunica  Hills  on  the  east.  This  non- 
Federal  levee  was  originally  built  to  a  net  elevation  of  63  feet,  and 
provides  the  only  significant  flood  protection  tur  the  15.3  square  miles 


*A11  elevations  and  stages  in  this  report  are  in  feet  National  Gsodetlc 
Vertical  Datum  (previously  mean  sea  level)  unless  otherwise  noted. 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 

NATIONAL  MARINE  FISHERIES  SERVICE 
Environmental  Assessment  Branch 
4700  Avenue  U 
Galveston,  TX  77550 


November  6,  1981  F/SER6 12/PK 

713/766-3699 


Mr.  David  Fruge 
Acting  Field  Supervisor 
U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
Division  of  Ecological  Svcs. 
Post  Office  Box  4305 
Lafayette,  LA  70501 


Dear  Mr.  Fruge: 

We  have  reviewed  the  preliminary  draft  of  the  proposed 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  report  on  the  study,  "Louisiana 
State  Penitentiary  Levee,  Mississippi  River."  Since  we 
anticipate  that  any  adverse  effects  that  might  occur  on 
marine  and  anadromous  fishery  resources  would  be  minimal, 
we  therefore,  have  no  suggestions  to  offer  on  the  report. 

Sincerely, 


Donald  Moore 
Area  Supervisor 


10TH  ANNIVERSARY  1970-1980 
Nation*!  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 

A  young  agency  with  a  historic 
tradition  of  service  to  the  Nation 


of  the  penal  facilities.  Interior  drainage  is  collected  in  Lake 
Killarney  and  along  drainage  channels  and  is  discharged  into  Sugar  Lake 
through  a  double  barrel  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culvert  equipped  with  flap 
gates  or  by  an  adjacent  pumping  station  located  in  the  southern  part  of 
the  levee. 

Two  secondary  levees,  also  built  by  non-Federal  interests,  are  found 
in  the  study  area.  Monkey  Island  levee,  with  a  net  grade  of  51  feet, 
provides  minor  protection  to  858  acres  of  land  used  for  the  cultivation 
of  soybeans  and  corn.  This  levee  is  located  on  the  northwestern  part  of 
the  study  area  between  the  penal  farm  and  the  river.  Prior  to  river 
stages  reaching  36  feet,  the  inclosed  area  is  drained  by  removing  a 
section  of  the  levee  at  the  lower  end;  thereafter,  the  area  is  drained  by 
portable  pumps.  Charity  Lake  levee  has  a  net  grade  of  55  feet  and 
provides  minor  protection  to  about  1,416  acres  of  pasturelands  located  on 
the  southwest  end  of  the  farm.  Rainfall  runoff  is  drained  by  a  72-inch 
gated  drainage  pipe  which  is  closed  when  river  stages  reach  36  feet; 
thereafter,  the  area  cannot  be  drained  until  river  stages  recede  below 
the  elevation  of  water  ponded  in  the  interior. 

CLIMATE 

GENERAL 

The  project  is  located  in  a  humid  subtropical  latitude,  but  is 
subject  to  significant  polar  influences  during  winter,  as  masses  of  cold 
air  periodically  move  southward  across  the  plains  and  Mississippi  Valley, 
displacing  warm  moist  air.  Prevailing  wind  flow  is  from  a  southerly 
direction  during  much  of  the  year.  This  movement  of  maritime  air  from 
the  Gulf  of  Mexico  helps  to  temper  extremes  of  summer  heat,  to  shorten 
the  duration  of  winter  cold  spells  and  provides  a  source  of  abundant 
moisture  and  rainfall.  Hinds  are  usually  rather  light.  About  80  percent 
of  hourly  wind  speed  observations  during  the  year  are  12  mph  or  less. 
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TEMPERATURE 


Based  on  National  Weather  Service  records  for  Woodville, 

Mississippi,  Angola,  Bunkie,  and  Melville,  Louisiana,  the  extreme 
recorded  temperatures  are  8*F .  on  12  January  1918  and  109#F.  on  15  June 
1918,  both  occurring  at  Angola.  The  normal  monthly  temperatures  range 
from  52.6°F.  in  January  to  82.5°F.  in  July.  The  monthly  normals  for  the 
period  of  record  1941  to  1970  at  Melville,  Louisiana,  are  given  below: 

JAN  FEB  MAR  APR  MAY  JUN  JUL  AUG  SEP  OCT  NOV  DEC 

51.8  54.6  60.1  68.3  74.4  79.9  81.7  81.4  77.0  68.0  58.9  53.6 

RAINFALL 


Precipitation  generally  occura  in  the  form  of  showers  from  about 
aid- June  to  mid-September  and  aa  heavy  winter  rains  from  mid-December  to 
mid-March.  Based  on  records  from  the  National  Weather  Service  at  Sianes- 
port,  Louisiana,  approximately  8  miles  west  of  the  project,  the  maximum 
annual  rainfall  of  83.87  Inches  occurred  in  1973;  the  minimum  annual  was 
38.08  inches  in  1951.  The  normal  annual  precipitation  is  59.67  inches. 
The  maximum  monthly  rainfall  of  22.42  inches  occurred  in  May  1953;  the 
minimum  of  0.11  inches  occurred  in  October  1940  and  again  in  October 
1952.  Normal  monthly  precipitation,  based  on  the  Slamesport  gage  data, 
ranges  from  6.18  inches  in  December  to  3.31  inches  in  October.  Monthly 
normals  for  the  period  of  record  1941  to  1970  are  given  below: 

JAN  FEB  MAR  APR  MAY  JUN  JUL  AUG  SEP  OCT  NOV  DEC 

5.52  4.99  5.92  5.64  5.87  4.53  5.15  4.40  3.75  3.31  4.41  6.18 

NATURAL  RESOURCES 


The  natural  resources  within  the  study  area  find  their  sources  in 
the  Mississippi  River,  marshes,  swamps,  and  woodlands  typical  of  the 
area.  Some  scattered  areas  of  bottomland  hardwoods  have  survived  clear¬ 
ing  and  are  of  significant  value  to  wildlife.  Other  forested  areas  are 
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CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


Very  little  is  known  about  prehistoric  use  of  the  flood  plain  at  this 
location.  Site  16WF3,  Angola  Gate  Mound,  is  tentatively  identified  as  a 
Poverty  Point  site,  but  has  not  been  tested.  During  the  historic  period 
the  site  was  used  as  a  cemetery.  Site  16WF21,  located  on  the  rolling 
terrace  east  of  Davis  Bayou,  may  be  the  only  other  prehistoric  site  now 
recorded  within  project  boundaries.  Sequential  reconstruction  of  the 
present  drainage  system  would  be  a  helpful  tool  in  predicting  the  proba¬ 
bility  of  finding  prehistoric  flood  plain  sites. 

A  great  deal  more  is  known  about  the  protohistoric  period.  Ethno¬ 
graphic  sources  indicate  that  the  area  was  occupied  by  a  series  of  abo¬ 
riginal  groups.  DeSoto's  expedition  of  1541-1542  was  the  first  European 
force  to  visit  the  vicinity.  DeSotc  was  reportedly  buried  in  the  Mississippi 
River  near  its  confluence  with  the  Red.  French  explorers  and  missionaries 
frequented  the  area  from  the  mid  to  late  17th  century.  Indian  groups 
actively  participated  in  the  European  conflict  for  control  of  the  river. 

References  to  the  project  area  appear  in  the  journals  of  such  explorers 
as  LaSalle  and  Tonti  as  early  as  1682.  In  1699,  Pierre  LeMoyne,  Sieur 
d'Iberville,  visited  Houma  Indians  who  were  settled  on  the  bluff  above  the 
project  area.  Iberville  erected  a  large  cross  near  the  relict  channel 
presently  known  as  Lake  Killarney.  Through  time  the  lake  has  been  called 
Lake  of  the  Tunica,  Lake  of  the  Cross,  and  Lake  Angola.  The  land  below  the 
bluffs  was  known  throughout  the  18th  century  as  the  Portage  of  the  Cross. 

In  1700  a  French  Jesuit,  Father  Paul  du  Rhu,  built  a  chapel  in  the 
vicinity  of  Tunica,  Louisiana.  Father  du  Rhu  was  followed  by  Father 
de  Limoges  who  established  a  mission  for  the  purpose  of  converting  and 
trading  with  the  Houma  Indians.  According  to  site  files  located  in  the 
state  Archeologist's  Office,  the  first  Catholic  Church  site  in  the  lower 
Mississippi  River  Valley  is  located  on  the  bluff  near  Lake  Killarney. 


in  an  earlier  stage  of  succession  and  are  of  less  value  to  wildlife. 
Common  small  game  animals  in  the  area  Include  squirrel,  bobvhite  quail, 
mourning  dove,  and  cottontail  rabbit.  Common  furbearing  animals  within 
the  area  include  mink,  otter,  muskrat,  raccoon,  skunk,  beaver,  oppossum, 
fox,  and  bobcat.  Study  area  lakes  and  borrow  pits  support  a  variety  of 
fish  species;  however,  the  species  most  popular  are  white  and  black 
crappie . 


CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


The  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  as  published  in  yearly  and 
weekly  supplements  of  the  "Federal  Register,"  was  consulted  through 
23  June  1981.  The  closest  National  Register  property  to  the  project  is 
Trudeau  Landing,  east  of  the  community  of  Tunica,  Louisiana.  It  is  well 
outside  the  study  boundaries  and  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
levee  improvements.  At  least  five  prehistoric,  protohistoric  and 
historic  sites  (16WF  14,  15,  16,  21,  and  28)  are  located  on  the  bluff 
overlooking  the  penitentiary.  Site  16WF1,  an  historic  Tunica  village,  is 
located  south  of  the  proposed  borrow  pit  closest  to  the  main  gate.  This 
site  has  been  previously  disturbed  by  construction  of  Highway  66  and  the 
penitentiary  hospital.  Additional  known  sites  within  prison  boundaries 
are  16VF3,  a  possible  Poverty  Point  mound  and  historic  cemetery  just 
north  of  the  main  gate,  and  16WF2,  a  probable  Houma  village  dating  from 
1680  to  1708  on  the  natural  levee  east  of  Lake  Klllarney. 

The  Louisiana  State  penal  farm  and  the  town  of  Angola  are  cultural 
islands  for  all  practical  purposes.  The  town  exists  solely  as  a 
residence  for  the  facility  employees  and  their  families. 


RECREATION 


Public  accessibility  to  the  study  area  is  restricted  to  the  use  of 
Lake  Klllarney  only  and  on  a  very  limited  basis  due  to  the  nature  of  the 
facility.  Additional  recreation  is  afforded  from  the  occasional  fishing 
in  Sugar  Lake  and  other  surrounding  lakes,  bayous,  and  borrow  pita  by  the 
penitentiary  employees  and  their  dependents. 
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During  this  same  period  aboriginal  groups  allied  with  English  and 
French  forces  and  actively  fought  other  aboriginal  groups  of  opposite 
allegiance.  The  Tunica,  allies  of  the  French,  were  driven  from  their 
settlements  on  the  Yazoo  River  by  the  Chickasaw.  In  1706,  they  moved  to 
the  project  area  and  eventually  killed  or  drove  off  the  Houma.  The  Tunica 
controlled  the  access  to  the  Red  River  and  the  trade  of  salt  and  horses. 

The  Tunica  quickly  abandoned  the  bluff  settlements  of  the  Houma  and  founded 
at  least  two  flood  plain  villages  (within  project  boundaries)  at  either  end 
of  the  Portage  of  the  Cross.  Site  16WF2,  the  Angola  Farm  site,  has  been 
identified  as  the  northernmost  village  of  this  pair.  Site  16WF1,  the 
Tunica  Village  site,  which  is  located  beneath  Highway  66  just  south  of  the 
Penitentiary  main  gate,  may  be  the  southernmost  village  of  this  pair. 
Following  a  skirmish  in  1731  at  Angola  farm  with  visiting  Natchez  warriors 
(English  allies) ,  the  Tunica  moved  south  to  Trudeau  Landing  to  be  closer  to 
French  forces.  Trudeau  Landing  (16FW25)  is  the  only  site  in  the  project 
vicinity  which  is  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  It 
is  east  of  the  community  of  Tunica,  Louisiana,  and  outside  the  project 
area.  Between  1784  and  1803,  the  Tunica  purchased  land  from  the  Avoyel  and 
moved  to  a  permanent  home  at  Marksville,  Louisiana. 

The  19th  century  is  memorable  for  the  marked  Increase  in  Man's  effort 
to  change  his  environment.  In  1831,  Captain  Henry  M.  Shreve  engineered  the 
dredging  of  a  shortcut  channel  along  the  northern  edge  of  the  project  area. 

A  similar  cutoff  was  made  in  1848  by  Raccourcl  along  the  southern  edge  of 
the  project  area,  forming  Raccourcl  Island.  What  was  once  a  double  meander 
loop  was  simplified  to  a  large  bend,  eliminating  miles  of  navigation 
channel.  An  inventory  of  19th  century  wrecks  in  this  reach  of  channel 
between  miles  311.9  and  299.4  includes  13  wrecks  between  the  years  1830  and 
1868.  The  inventory  is  published  in  Appendix  AB,  Volume  II  of  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Assessment  of  the  Mississippi  River,  Cairo,  Illinois  to  Venice, 
Louisiana  (1973) .  During  the  Civil  War  the  area  was  the  site  of  several 
small  skirmishes  between  Union  and  Confederate  forces.  In  March  1864,  a 
Union  fleet  assembled  downstream  in  preparation  for  the  conquest  of  the  Red 
River.  On  the  Mississippi  River  Commission  hydrologic  survey  maps  of  1879, 
the  project  area  is  identified  as  Angola  Plantation.  The  State  of  Louisiana 


GEOLOGICAL  CONDITIONS 


The  study  area  is  located  on  the  eastern  edge  of  the  lower 
Mississippi  Alluvial  Plain  and  is  bounded  on  the  north,  west,  and  south 
by  the  Mississippi  River.  On  the  east  side,  the  study  area  is  bounded  by 
the  Tunica  Hills,  which  consist  of  Tertiary  sediments  capped  by 
Quaternary  aged  upland  deposits.  The  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  lies 
on  150  to  200  feet  of  Holocene  alluvial  deposits.  The  area  is  of  low 
relief  with  ridges  and  swales  typical  of  point  bar  topography.  Several 
snail  lakes  or  ponds  exist  in  the  swales  in  addition  to  the  large  oxbow. 
Lake  Killarney.  Elevations  range  from  25  feet  along  the  river  to  55  feet 
along  the  natural  levees  and  63  feet  along  the  manmade  levees . 

DEVELOPMENT  AND  ECONOMY 

Approximately  16,240  acres  of  the  19,428  acres  in  the  study  area  are 
subject  to  potential  Mississippi  River  overflow.  Of  the  area  subject  to 
overflow,  about  4,100  acres  located  adjacent  to  the  Mississippi  River  are 
unprotected  and  largely  undeveloped.  The  remaining  12,140  acres  are 
partially  protected  by  a  locally  constructed  and  maintained  levee  system. 

The  mainline  levee,  which  ties  into  the  hills  on  the  east,  was  built 
to  an  elevation  that  should  provide  100-year  protection  to  the  9,866 
acres  it  Incloses.  However,  it  was  not  built  to  Federal  standards  and 
would  require  extensive  flood  fight  efforts  to  contain  a  100-year 
flood.  Within  the  mainline  levee,  about  4,850  acres  are  used  for 
pastureland  and  4,390  acres  are  used  for  croplands.  The  net  annual 
return  on  these  lands  is  $859,000  (1980  price  levels).2  Approximately 
1,000  acres  of  pasturelands  and  500  acres  of  croplands  in  the  northern 


2 All  prices  in  this  report  are  1980  price  levels. 
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purchased  the  property  in  1890  and  developed  the  existing  penal  institution 
to  replace  an  older  facility  in  Baton  Rouge. 

To  date,  there  has  been  no  systematic  survey  of  the  flood  plain  or 
bluffs  immediately  east  of  the  project  boundaries.  Investigations  have 
been  conducted  at  several  sites.  James  A.  Ford  excavated  portions  of  sites 
16WF1  (Tunica  Village  site) ,  16WF2  (Angola  Farm  site) ,  16WF3  (Angola  Gate 
Hound)  between  1934  and  1937.  William  Haag  returned  to  16WF3  in  1970  and 
investigated  16WF14,  a  protohistoric  midden  on  the  bluff  east  of  Lake 
Killarney,  in  1964.  Jeffery  P.  Brain  conducted  additional  excavations  at 
16WF2  in  the  1970's. 


portion  of  the  prison  compound  are  subject  to  seepage  and  drainage 
problems  during  the  yearly  spring  high  water  stages  of  the  river. 

As  of  1976,  the  penitentiary  buildings  included  15  dormitories,  a 
mess  hall,  workshops,  a  hospital,  stores,  schools  and  administration 
buildings.  There  are  also  a  number  of  storage  buildings  and  support 
facilities  such  as  the  laundries  and  power  plants. 

The  estimated  value  of  existing  Improvements  subject  to  potential 
flood  damages  within  the  mainline  levee  is  $135.4  million;  ongoing 
construction  is  expected  to  increase  the  value  of  such  improvements  to 
$141.7  million.  It  is  projected  that  the  present  Inmate  population  of 
4,200  will  reach  4,500  in  the  near  future  and  remain  stable  at  that  level 
thereafter.  The  current  employee  complement  at  the  Angola  complex  is 
around  1,700.  Of  these,  approximately  600  live  within  the  compound, 
while  the  balance  commute  from  outlying  comaiunlties.  In  addition,  there 
are  over  300  employee  dependents  living  within  the  prison  compound. 

The  Monkey  Island  and  Charity  Lake  areas  are  inclosed  by  secondary 
levees  which  tie  into  the  mainline  levee.  The  2. 9-mile  long  Monkey 
Island  levee  provides  about  3-year  protection  to  the  858  acres  of 
cropland  it  incloses.  The  4.7-mile  long  Charity  Lake  levee  provides 
about  6-year  protection  to  the  1,416  acres  of  pasturelands  it  Incloses. 
These  two  areas  have  net  annual  returns  of  $60,000  and  $7,000, 
respectively.  It  is  expected  that  the  current  land  use  pattern  within 
the  study  area  will  remain  stable  within  the  foreseeable  future. 

Transportation  routes  into  the  study  ares  Include  a  ferry  crossing 
on  the  Mississippi  River  near  mile  300.5  above  Head  of  Passes,  Louisiana 
Highway  66  southeast  from  Tunica,  and  an  unnumbered  rural  road  from  the 
northeast  that  connects  with  Highway  66. 


STATUS  OF  EXISTING  PLANS  AND  IMPROVEMENTS 
FEDERAL 


Congress  approved  a  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  in  the 
Mississippi  River  Valley  by  passage  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1928* 
Part  of  this  flood  control  act  provided  for  construction  of  an  extensive 
levee  system.  On  the  west  bank,  the  Mississippi  River  levee  system 
extends  from  Allenville,  Missouri,  on  the  Little  River  diversion  channel, 
generally  southward  to  the  vicinity  of  Venice,  Louisiana.  On  the  east 
bank,  the  levee  system  extends  from  Hickman,  Kentucky,  to  Bohemia, 
Louisiana,  except  where  Interrupted  by  hills  and  tributary  streams. 

The  design  flowline  applicable  to  the  area  of  study  is  that 
presented  in  the  "Refined  1973  MR&T  Project  Flood  Flowline"  (Hew  Orleans 
District),  June  1978. 

The  Old  River  low  sill  and  overbank  structures  are  located  on  the 
west  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River  at  approximately  mile  31S  above  Head 
of  Passes.  The  Old  River  low  sill  structure  is  a  gated  control  structure 
consisting  of  11  bays  (44  feet/bay)  with  weir  elevations  of  10  feet  in 
the  four  outer  bays  on  each  side  and  minus  5  feet  in  the  three  center 
bays.  The  structure  is  operated  to  distribute  flows  between  the 
Mississippi  and  Atchafalaya  Rivers  at  all  stages.  The  overbank  structure 
is  a  flood  control  structure  consisting  of  73  bays  (44  feet/bay),  with  a 
weir  elevation  of  52  feet.  The  Old  River  low  sill  and  overbank 
structures  are  designed  to  handle  combined  floodflows  of  approximately 
630,000  cubic  feet  per  second  (cfs).  Both  of  these  structures  were 
completed  in  1959  and  placed  in  operation  in  1963. 

The  Corps  plans  to  build  an  auxiliary  structure  just  south  of  Old 
River  control  structure  on  the  west  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River.  The 
auxiliary  structure  will  have  a  gross  width  of  442  feet  between  faces  of 
abutment  training  wall  and  will  consist  of  six  gated  bays,  each  having  a 
62-foot  clear  opening  between  piers.  The  bays  will  have  a  weir  crest 


elevation  of  minus  5  feet*  A  highway  bridge  will  be  built  over  the  tops 
of  the  structure  to  accommodate  Louisiana  Highway  15.  The  auxiliary 
structure  is  being  proposed  as  an  integral  and  essential  element  of  the 
rehabilitation  program  for  the  Old  River  control  structure. 

The  Old  River  navigation  lock,  located  at  approximate  river  mile  303 
above  Head  of  Passes,  provides  for  continued  navigation  between  the 
Atchafalaya,  Ouachita-Black,  and  Red  Rivers,  and  the  Mississippi  River 
through  Old  River.  It  has  a  width  of  75  feet,  a  usable  length  of  1,190 
feet  and  a  sill  depth  of  minus  11.0  feet.  Construction  of  the  lock  was 
initiated  in  1958  and  completed  in  1962.  The  approach  channels  were 
completed  and  the  lock  was  placed  in  operation  in  1963.  A  roadway  on  the 
levee  crosses  the  lock  via  a  lift  bridge  which  was  completed  in  1965. 
Average  traffic  through  the  lock,  1971-1975,  was  4,767,956  tons. 

The  Morganza  control  structure  is  also  located  on  the  west  bank  at 
about  mile  280  above  Head  of  Passes.  It  is  a  flood  control  structure 
comprising  125  bays  (28  feet  3  inches/bay)  with  a  weir  elevation  of  37.5 
feet.  Under  design  conditions,  this  structure  is  capable  of  diverting 
600,000  cfs  of  Mississippi  River  floodwaters  into  the  lower  Atchafalaya 
Basin  via  the  Morganza  Floodway.  The  structure  was  completed  in  1950. 

HON-FEDERAL 

The  present  levee  system,  surrounding  the  Louisiana  State  Peniten¬ 
tiary  on  the  east  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River,  is  a  state  project  owned 
by  the  Department  of  Corrections  of  the  Louisiana  Department  of  Health 
and  Hunan  Resources  and  is  not  part  of  the  Federal  levee  system.  The 
levee  system  was  built  primarily  by  Inmate  labor  and  does  not  meet  mini¬ 
mum  Federal  standards.  The  levees  are  in  poor  condition.  They  were  not 
built  to  grade  or  section  specifications  required  for  the  Federal  levee 
system;  hence,  they  do  not  provide  the  degree  of  protection  afforded 
adjacent  lands  by  the  Federal  levee  system. 
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CONDITIONS  IF  NO  FEDERAL  ACTION  IS  TAKEN 


In  response  Co  Federal  court  orders  in  1974,  Che  state  was  required 
to  reduce  its  prison  population  and  improve  the  facilities  at  Angola. 
The  prison  population  was  reduced  between  1974  and  1977.  During  that 
time,  the  state  planned  extensive  improvements  to  the  existing  facilities 
and  also  began  construction  of  new  facilities  which  allowed  an  increase 
in  population  to  4,500.  Hence,  the  potential  loss  of  human  life  and 
damages  from  flooding  is  greatly  increased.  Future  flooding  greater  in 
magnitude  than  that  experienced  in  the  spring  of  1973  would  induce  social 
and  economic  impacts  upon  the  state  if  the  levee  system  should  fail, 
necessitating  removal  and  relocation  of  hundreds  of  inmates  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $214,000  annually.  In  addition,  damages  to  existing 
and  proposed  facilities  would  occur.  The  social  aspects  of  relocating 
the  Inmates  would  not  be  limited  to  Angola,  but  would  adversely  affect 
other  areas  of  the  state  since  public  sentiment  is  strongly  against  the 
relocation  of  criminal  elements.  The  most  probable  future,  without 
Federal  action,  is  that  the  levees  would  remain  in  their  existing 
condition.  Existing  measures,  such  as  flood-forecasting  coupled  with 
flood-fighting  and  evacuation,  would  be  used  to  combat  floods  and  that 
the  state  would  complete  its  improvement  program  as  stated  above  and 
outlined  in  appendix  E. 


PROBLEMS,  NEEDS,  AND  OPPORTUNITIES 

The  deficiencies  in  the  levee  grade  and  cross-section,  when  combined 
with  the  high  river  stages  which  occurred  in  the  spring  of  1973,  posed  a 
serious  threat  to  the  penitentiary,  requiring  an  extensive  flood  fight 
effort.  The  Integrity  of  the  levee  system  was  challenged,  requiring 
preparations  to  evacuate  the  Inmate  population.  Had  evacuation  become 
necessary,  the  problem  of  providing  a  secure  location  to  house  the 
prisoners  would  have  been  formidable.  In  addition  to  the  threat  of  a 
levee  crevasse,  the  serious  seepage  and  interior  drainage  problems  were 
great  enough  in  1973  to  delay  crop  planting  and  reduce  the  harvest. 
Improvements  to  the  facility,  necessitated  by  court  orders  and  other 
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factors,  are  increasing  the  potential  daaage  froa  flooding  in  the  penal 
fara.  The  19  73  flood,  estiaated  to  have  a  return  frequency  of  once  in 
13  years,  required  a  flood  fight  expenditure  of  over  $240,000  in  the 
Angola  area. 

Maintenance  of  this  locally  built  levee  systea  is  Inadequate.  The 
areas  where  grazing  is  peraitted  suffer  froa  deep  depressions  in  the 
levee,  brought  about  by  the  continual  crossing  of  cattle  during  wet 
weather.  At  several  locations  access  roads  are  cut  through  the  levee 
decreasing  its  height  by  about  6  to  8  feet. 

Specific  requests  aade  at  the  initial  public  aeeting  were  as 
follows:  (1)  incorporate  the  Angola  levee  systes  into  the  Federal  levee 
systea,  (2)  aake  a  detailed  and  coaprehensive  study  of  the  area  for  the 
establishaent  of  adequate  levees  to  protect  the  aaxiaua  land  area  that 
can  be  justified  and  also  provide  adequate  interior  drainage  facilities, 
and  (3)  Include  construction  of  a  road  to  provide  access  between  the 
ferry  landing  and  the  front  gate  of  the  penitentiary.  Two  iteas  were 
raised  at  the  final  public  aeeting.  Two  aen  who  reside  outside  of  the 
northeast  corner  of  the  penitentiary  grounds  expressed  concern  over  the 
effect  a  higher  levee  would  have  on  local  drainage  in  their  area.  The 
warden  repeated  his  request  for  an  access  road  on  the  levee. 

The  need  to  provide  an  adequate  level  of  flood  protection  for  the 
Angola  area,  while  ainiaislng  adverse  environaental  lapacts,  was  the 
aajor  problea  addressed  in  this  study.  The  adverse  social  iapact 
associated  with  the  relocation  of  the  inaate  population  in  the  event  of  a 
levee  failure  is  a  problea  inherent  in  aeeting  the  basic  objective  of  the 
authorising  resolution. 

The  question  raised  at  the  public  aeeting  on  local  drainage  will  be 
addressed  in  the  Advanced  Engineering  and  Design  (AE&D)  Phase  of  the 
study.  A  ferry  landing  access  road  is  unrelated  to  flood  control  or  the 
authorising  resolution,  and  the  expenditure  of  funds  for  such  road 
construction  is  not  a  Corps  of  Engineers  water  resources  planning 


A-ll 


function.  Therefore,  this  expressed  need  could  noc  be  addressed  in  the 
study.  However,  the  Inclusion  of  such  a  road  in  the  design  at  non- 
Federal  expense  will  be  considered  in  AK&D. 

PLANNING  CONSTRAINTS 

The  general  planning  constraints  of  this  project  are  derived  from 
the  flood  protection  regulations.  These  constraints  are  limited  to  the 
extent  of  both  local  and  Federal  interest  in  providing  flood  protection 
for  this  study  area. 

Technical  constraints  required  that  the  selected  plans  be  consistent 
with  local  and  regional  land  use  plans  and  that  contemplated  flood 
protection  improvements  be  compatible  with  the  MR&T  flood  control 
project . 

The  economic  constraints  used  to  optimize  the  national  economic 
development  objective  were  those  prescribed  by  the  Principles  and 
Standards  for  Planning  Hater  and  Related  Land  Resources,  as  published  in 
the  "Federal  Register"  on  10  September  1973.  All  alternative  plans  were 
evaluated  based  on  1980  price  levels,  and  an  interest  rate  of  7  3/8 
percent . 

The  inclusion  of  flood  protection  to  the  Monkey  Island  and  Charity 
Lake  areas  is  dependent  on  the  improvement  of  each  of  these  areas  being 
incrementally  justified. 

The  environmental  constraints  applied  in  plan  formulation  provided 
for  consideration  of  all  adverse  impacts  on  the  natural  environment,  and 
for  the  consideration  of  measures  to  protect,  preserve,  and  enhance  the 
environmental  quality  of  the  study  area.  Plans  were  evaluated 
considering  national  economic  development  and  environmental  quality  ae 
coequal  national  objectives. 
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The  responsiveness  of  plans  was  measured  against  the  criteria  of 
acceptability,  certainty,  completeness,  effectiveness,  efficiency, 
geographical  scope,  national  economic  development/benefit-cost  ratio, 
environmental  consequences,  reversibility,  and  stability;  and  the 
acceptance  of  the  selected  plan  by  the  general  public  which  was 
determined  through  public  involvement  procedures. 


PLANNING  OBJECTIVES 

The  goals  of  the  planning  effort  were  to  reduce  flood  damages  at  the 
Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  and  associated  adverse  social  impacts  in  the 
state,  to  preserve  the  remaining  bottomland  hardwoods  in  the  study  area, 
and  to  create  or  enhance  existing  wildlife  habitat. 

The  study  used  measures  that  maximized  net  benefits  from  flood 
damage  reduction  and  measures  that  minimized  adverse  environmental 
impacts.  It  Included  investigations  on  nonstructural,  *s  well  as 
structural  measures  and  combinations  thereof,  including  consideration  of 
Executive  Order  No.  11988.  The  effects  of  any  improvements  on  other 
Corps  of  Engineers'  projects,  particularly  the  MR&T  project,  were 
investigated  thoroughly.  Studies  were  made  to  evaluate  the  social  impact 
upon  the  state  if  this  levee  system  should  fail,  necessitating  the 
evacuation  of  hundreds  of  inmates  to  other  state  facilities. 
Environmental  quality  and  economic  considerations  were  equal  planning 
objectives  within  the  study  frame  work. 
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APPENDIX  E 


ECONOMICS 


GENERAL 

The  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  at  Angola  is  located  on  the  left 
descending  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River  between  miles  310  and  294  in  the 
northwest  corner  of  West  Feliciana  Parish.  It  incloses  an  area  of  19,428 
acres  of  which  3,187  acres  are  on  high  ground  located  in  the  Tunica  Hills 
and  are  not  susceptible  to  flooding.  The  study  area  comprises  the 
remaining  16,241  acres  which  are  low-lying,  relatively  flat  Mississippi 
River  alluvial  lands,  generally  situated  between  40  and  55  feet  National 
Geodetic  Vertical  Datum  (NGVD).1  About  9,866  acres  of  this  total  are 
inclosed  by  a  12.1-mile  primary  mainline  loop  levee  which  abuts  the 
Tunica  Hills  at  both  ends  and  provides  protection  from  Mississippi  River 
headwater  flooding  for  the  prison  population  and  their  extensive  appurte¬ 
nant  supportive  facilities.  Of  the  remaining  prison  lands,  1,416  acres 
are  located  in  the  southwestern  portion  of  the  property  and  are  known  as 
the  Charity  Lake  area,  and  858  acres  are  located  in  the  northwestern 
corner  and  are  known  as  the  Monkey  Island  area;  both  these  areas  are 
provided  some  protection  by  existing  small-e;ale  agricultural  levees.  In 
addition,  4,101  unprotected  acres  are  located  outside  of  the  levee 
system. 

The  levees  protecting  Angola  are  owned  by  the  Department  of  Correc¬ 
tions  of  the  Louisiana  State  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Resources  and 
were  originally  constructed  with  Inmate  labor;  consequently,  the  present 


*All  elevations  and  stages  in  this  report  are  in  feet  National  Geodetic 
Vertical  Datum  (previously  mean  sea  level)  unless  otherwise  noted. 
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PLATE  A-1 


Angola  levee  system,  which  is  substandard  with  regards  to  Federal  speci¬ 
fications,  is  one  of  the  few  mainline  systems  in  the  Lower  Mississippi 
Valley  which  is  not  under  Federal  control  and  supervision.  The  Louisiana 
Department  of  Transportation  and  Development's  Office  of  Public  Works, 
which  is  responsible  for  state  flood  control  interests,  does  not  have  the 
resources  to  improve  the  system,  and  wants  the  Federal  Government  to 
modify  the  existing  system  to  meet  Federal  specifications  and  incorporate 
it  into  the  Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  (MR&T)  project.  During  the 
high  water  period  in  the  spring  of  1973,  an  emergency  situation  developed 
which  confirmed  the  substandard  levee  conditions  at  Angola.  The  National 
Guard  was  mobilized  for  the  flood-fight  and  emergency  repairs  and 
improvements  were  required  to  insure  adequate  protection.  During  this 
emergency,  the  state  was  forced  to  make  plans  in  preparation  for  evacua¬ 
tion  of  the  entire  prison  population  in  case  a  levee  failure  occurred. 
Although  the  mainline  levee  did  not  crevasse,  high  waters  flooded  the 
Monkey  Island  area,  and  also  would  have  inundated  the  Charity  Lake  area 
had  a  massive  sandbagging  flood-fight  effort  not  been  mounted. 
Altogether,  over  $240, 000^  were  expended  for  flood-fight. 

In  1975,  high  water  on  the  Mississippi  again  threatened  Angola. 
Although  of  lesser  magnitude  than  1973,  the  floodwaters  covered  an 
estimated  80  percent  of  the  Charity  Lake  and  Monkey  Island  areas.  No 
losses  were  suffered  within  the  main  compound,  but  a  flood-fight  effort 
that  cost  $73,000  was  required.  In  April  1979,  high  water  of  a  16-year 
annual  exceedence  interval  again  created  havoc  requiring  extensive  flood- 
fighting  efforts. 


^All  prices  are  as  of  October  1980  price  levels. 
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PRESENT  AND  FUTURE  DEVELOPMENT 


In  recent  years,  prisons  throughout  the  country  have  come  under 
court  orders  to  modernize  their  penal  facilities  in  order  to  provide  a 
better  environment  for  their  charges.  In  1974,  Louisiana  was  ordered  by 
a  Federal  circuit  court  to  reduce  its  prison  population  at  Angola  and  to 
greatly  improve  the  penal  facilities  there.  The  state  agreed  to  comply 
with  this  mandate  and  has  embarked  upon  a  large  scale  construction  and 
refurbishing  program  which  has  added  significantly  to  the  value  of 
improvements  at  Angola.  It  would  be  imprudent  to  locate  such  a  massive 
complex  and  its  prison  population  within  the  immediate  flood  plain  of  the 
Mississippi  River  without  providing  the  facilities  with  a  high  level  of 
protection.  In  addition  to  the  risks  to  life,  the  immense  logistical 
problems  involved  in  trying  to  evacuate  thousands  Of  prisoners  to  safer 
areas  in  the  event  of  future  flood  threats  are  great.  The  degree  of 
flood  protection  for  Angola  also  involves  nonquantif iable,  but  important 
social  implications.  If  it  becomes  necessary  to  evacuate  the  prison 
population,  there  is  the  danger  of  hardened  criminals  escaping  due  to  the 
lack  of  maximum  security  facilities  elsewhere  in  the  state.  Also,  public 
sentiment  is  strongly  against  the  relocating  of  criminal  elements,  even 
for  short  periods. 


VALUE  OF  IMPROVEMENTS 


A  tabulation  of  existing  and  planned  improvements  at  Angola,  all  of 
which  are,  or  will  be,  located  within  the  area  protected  by  the  mainline 
levee,  is  shown  in  table  E-l. 


PRISON  POPULATION 

The  present  inmate  population  of  Angola  is  4,200,  and  is  projected 
to  increase  to  4,500  as  soon  as  ongoing  renovation  work  is  completed,  and 
then  to  remain  stable  at  that  number  in  the  foreseeable  future. 
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TABLE  E-l — VALUE  OF  IMPROVEMENTS 


Structures  and  Contents  Value  (1980  price  levels) 


Existing  as  of  Oct  76: 

$  46,757,000 

Completed  from  Oct  76  -  Jul  80: 

Mess  Hall 

4,080,000 

Electric  System 

3,360,000 

New  Dorms 

28,800,000 

Pumps 

660,000 

Remodeling  and  renovation 

30,000,000 

Support  facilities  for  dorms 

5,760,000 

Bachelor  officers'  quarters 

5,400,000 

Mobile  homes 

660,000 

Training  academy 

1,800,000 

200  new  cell  blocks 

5,400,000 

New  vocational  school 

2,760,000 

Subtotal 

$88,680,000 

Ongoing  work: 

Renovation  of  employee  housing 

600,000 

New  employee  homes 

1,080,000 

100  apartment  units 

4,560,000 

Subtotal 

$6,240,000 

TOTAL  $141,677,000 


) 
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The  current  employee  complement  at  the  Angola  complex  is  about 
1,700.  Of  these,  approximately  600  live  within  the  compound,  while  the 
balance  commute  from  outlying  communities.  Additionally,  there  are  over 
300  employee  dependents  living  within  the  prison  compound. 

ALTERNATIVE  SOLUTIONS 
PRELIMINARY  ALTERNATIVES 


Seven  structural  alternative  plans  were  considered  in  the 
preliminary  analyses  for  improvement  of  the  levee  system  at  Angola.  Six 
of  these  plans  considered  various  combinations  of  protecting  the  Monkey 
Island  and  Charity  Lake  areas  outside  of  the  mainline  levee.  These  six 
plans  were  found  to  be  economically  unjustified  in  the  preliminary 
analyses.  The  remaining  structural  alternative  (plan  A)  consisted  of 
raising  and  strengthening  the  mainline  levee  only,  and  is  the  plan  that 
has  been  carried  forward  to  the  detailed  analyses.  Table  E-2  ^resents  a 
summary  for  each  alternative  plan  considered  in  preliminary  planning. 

Plan  A  (national  economic  development  plan)  would  raise  and 
strengthen  the  mainline  levee  to  a  maximum  height  of  71.5  feet  NGVD  by 
levee  enlargement  with  seepage  berms. 

Plan  B  would  provide  design  protection  to  both  the  mainline  and 
Monkey  Island  areas. 

Plan  C  would  provide  design  protection  to  both  the  mainline  levee 
and  Charity  Lake  levee  areas. 

Plan  D  would  provide  design  protection  for  the  Monkey  Island  levee, 
mainline  levee,  and  Charity  Lake  levee  areas. 

Plan  E  would  be  identical  to  plan  A  except  that  in  addition  the 
Monkey  Island  levee  would  be  raised  and  strengthened  to  protect  against 
the  10-year  flood. 
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TABLE  E- 2— SUMMARY  -  PRELIMINARY  ALTERNATIVES 


t 


I 

i 


o 

o 

o 

§ 

§ 

o 

o 

o 

o 

8 

o 

o 

vO 

GO 

sf 

rH 

o 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

• 

• 

0k 

4k 

0k 

4k 

0k  0k 

4k 

o 

o 

c 

CM 

SO 

o 

o 

© 

CM 

00 

0 

H 

r-. 

m 

CM 

in 

sO 

rr* 

CM 

00 

in 

sO 

CM 

CO 

04 

4k 

0* 

0k  0k 

1 

H 

■sf 

CM 

CM 

CM 

co 

CO 

</> 

o 

o 

o 

o 

O 

O 

© 

oo 

m 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

o 

r-4 

CM 

pu 

o 

o 

o 

o 

O 

O 

© 

• 

• 

4k 

0k 

* 

*  0k 

0k 

i—4 

o 

e 

r-. 

rH 

CM 

CO 

Os 

sO 

(0 

IT> 

sO 

CM 

CO 

in 

CM 

» 

rH 

•»*H 

sO 

00 

00 

H 

CO 

04 

* 

M 

0k 

•  0k 

CN 

MT 

rH 

r~  i 

CN 

CM 

CN 

<J> 

© 

O 

o 

O 

o 

O 

© 

vO 

© 

o 

O 

o 

O 

o 

o 

© 

OS 

rH 

w 

o 

O 

o 

O 

© 

O 

© 

• 

«k 

m 

#k 

0k 

4k  4k 

0k 

© 

o 

e 

>0- 

in 

Os 

Os 

00 

CN 

sO 

(0 

o 

sO 

H 

CM 

sO 

00 

rH 

o 

O 

CM 

CM 

H 

i 

44 

• 

0k 

0k 

0k  0k 

O 

CN 

CM 

CN 

• 

CN 

CO 

n 

</> 

|H 

0 

0 

o 

o 

O 

o 

O 

© 

© 

CO 

>s 

o 

o 

o 

o 

O 

O 

© 

Q 

o 

o 

o 

o 

O 

o 

o 

• 

• 

1  0 

0k 

0k 

0k 

0k 

0k  0t 

0k 

o 

© 

0  a 

C 

rH 

CM  j 

.jb  ■■ 

r 

r*. 

CN 

m 

U  8 

(0 

os 

Os 

o 

<r 

r>- 

fl  XS 

CM 

CM 

Os 

Os 

CM 

vO 

0 

P-4 

A 

* 

0k 

4k  0k 

i 

•>S  41 

m 

Os 

CM 

CM 

CM 

U 

m 

CO 

CM  0 

vy 

to 

0  O 
•H  P 

o 

o 

o 

8 

o 

o 

o 

<r 

sO 

P« 

o 

O 

o 

o 

© 

o 

o 

rH 

»T3  w 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

• 

• 

0 

0k 

0k 

0k 

0k 

*  4* 

rH 

o 

41  OS 

c 

m 

00 

so 

CM 

00 

o 

CM 

0  00 

•8 

CO 

vO 

CM 

CO 

o 

Os 

00 

rH  Os 

rH 

CM 

rH 

o 

H 

rH 

a  rH 

*< 

04 

* 

4k 

0k 

*  « 

a 

0 

m 

00 

CM 

CM 

CM 

O  8 

»— i 

8 

CM 

CM 

O  tH 

Pm 

0 

</> 

0  00 
rO  0 

I 

04 

o 

o 

O 

8 

O 

O 

o 

CO 

o 

■H 

I  1 

| 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

os 

i-4 

O  3 

X 

« 

o 

o 

o 

O 

o 

o 

© 

• 

• 

41  P 

I 

t 

« 

* 

4k 

0k 

*  4» 

0k 

o 

o 

O 

X 

8 

CM 

H 

m 

t ^ 

CM 

H 

»H 

-o  o 

8 

t 

CO 

in 

CO 

o 

CM 

CO 

vO 

a  «> 

0 

O 

CM 

co 

CO 

rH 

H 

8 

rH 

0 

04 

•» 

•  4k 

i 

41 

04 

0 

oo 

H 

CM 

CM 

CM 

P 

CM 

CO 

oo  8 

0 

04 

</> 

Os  41 

41 

<-4  0 

«H 

0 

44 

4i 

o 

o 

o 

O 

© 

o 

© 

o 

i 

8  O 

« 

0 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

<r 

*H  41 

8 

5 

■8 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

O  1 

o 

• 

B! 

m 

0k 

•  0k 

0k 

rH 

41  tJ 

n 

8 

00 

rH 

*4- 

00 

OS 

rH 

P  0 

cO 

CO 

r^. 

H 

00 

00 

o 

8  kJ 

■ 

OS 

Os 

<r 

-4 

o 

sO 

41  0 

«k 

« 

•» 

0k  0k 

«  a 

0 

Os 

H 

CM 

*r4 

«T 

« 

H 

H 

O  p 

4 

l 

V> 

U  0 

8 

0 

V 

4 

TJ  . 

o 

CM 

8  8 

4 

1 

0 

4) 

41  P 

0 

0k 

0 

8  8 

< 

> 

4J 

0 

O 

a  _ 

0 

0 

V 

0 

u 

«*H  » 

I 

N 

8 

CD 

41 

1 

41  41 

4 

1 

8 

0 

4J 

0  tH 

4 

41 

8 

00  4-t 

o 

«H 

0  44 

4 

4 

P 

0  4> 

P 

0 

•H 

4H 

8 

8 

41 

4-1 

o 

4»  0 

0 

8 

44 

0 

8  8 

C 

i 

0 

o 

o* 

5  | 

€ 

& 

5 

8 

# 

•H  8 

X> 

J 

s 

u 

0  0 

0  0 

« 

8 

0  4J 

T3 

X  O 

H 

0 

41 

o  y 

4 

41 

-4  8 

0 

a 

« 

41 

0 

r-4 

•H  8 

8 

0 

0  0 

0 

*  vH 

3 

3 

■H 

o 

« 

P  0 

4 

l 

8 

>  a 

e  a 

8 

4-1 

o 

41 

O  0 

8 

«H 

41 

41 

5  4 

(J 

8 

« 

T 

8 

p  — 1 

4 

j 

Pm 

4»  0 

0 

< 

8 

44 

«  O 

P  4H 

I 

1 

C3  0 

0 

41 

0 

•H 

i  *h 

41  <H 

4 

> 

«  > 

h 

8  "0 

m 

44 

8  *-> 

P 

a 

m  a 

0 

H  8 

8 

8 

0 

5  3 

8  So 

o 

41 

0  H 

41 

0  0 

41 

41 

u 

8 

O 

8 

0 

>4 

8 

& 

o 

o 

« 

& 

8 

O  CO 

H 

4 

H 

£ 

M 

© 

H 

H 

SB 

*0 

M 

H 

CM 

E-6 


i 


•■r  •• 


'4"4*>-;KW' 


IIS 


Cw? 

K5  In/WA* 

Plan  F  would  be  Identical  to  plan  A  except  that  In  addition  the 
Charity  Lake  levee  would  be  raised  and  strengthened  to  protect  against 
the  10-year  flood. 

Plan  G  would  be  identical  to  plan  A  except  that  in  addition  both  the 
Monkey  Island  levee  and  Charity  Lake  levee  would  be  strengthened  to 
protect  against  the  10-year  flood. 


DETAILED  ALTERNATIVES 


In  addition  to  the  structural  plans  considered  in  preliminary 
planning,  numerous  nonstructural  options  were  also  evaluated  but  were 
found  to  be  impractical.  However,  all  nonstructural  options  and  also  the 
no  action  plan  were  again  evaluated  in  stage  3  studies.  In  addition,  a 
least  environmentally  damaging  plan  was  formulated,  and  is  the 
recommended  plan.  Table  E-3  shows  the  first  costs  and  annual  charges. 


BENEFITS 

METHODOLOGY 

It  has  been  assumed  that  the  integrity  of  the  existing  mainline 
levee  system  at  Angola  can  be  maintained  with  a  concerted  flood-fight 
effort  until  it  is  overtopped  at  61  feet  NGVD  (excluding  2  feet  of 
freeboard).  Once  this  occurs,  the  protected  area  would  rapidly  fill  to 
that  elevation,  inundating  all  improvements  within  the  levee.  The  design 
flood  frequency  of  the  existing  mainline  levee  (61  feet)  has  a  recurrence 
Interval  of  once  in  30  years  which  is  approximately  three  times  during 
the  100-year  life  of  the  project.  It  was  assumed  that  subsequent  to  each 
crevasse,  the  levee  would  be  rebuilt  to  the  same  configuration  as  before 
the  crevasse. 

All  benefits  presented  herein  are  based  on  1980  price  levels  and  the 
current  interest  rate  of  7  3/8  percent  assuming  a  project  life  of 
100  years.  Benefits  are  discussed  in  the  following  paragraphs. 


E-7 


TABLE  E- 3— FIRST  COSTS  AND  ANNUAL  CHARGES 
(1980  Price  Levels) 


Summary  of  Project  Coats 

Project  First  Costs 

Present  Value  of  Construction* 

Total  Investment 

Annual  Economic  Costs 

Interest  (7  3/8  percent) 

Amortization  (100  years) 

Operation,  Maintenance,  and 
Replacement 

Total  Average  Annual  Charges 


Plan  A 

Plan  A1 

(Recommended  Plan) 

$17,938,000 

*  $18,274,000 

19,971,000 

20,345,000 

19,971,000 

20,345,000 

1,473,000 

1,500,000 

1,000 

1,000 

14,000 

14,000 

1,488,000 

1,515,000 

Construction  is  estimated  to  start  in  1987  and  to  be  completed  in 
2  years.  Significant  benefits  are  estimated  to  start  accruing  in  1989 
(project  base  year). 
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TABLE  E- 4— ESTIMATED 

STRUCTURE  -  CONTENTS 

VALUE 

Administrative- 

Staff 

Inmate 

Industrial 

Residences 

Residences 

($) 

($) 

($) 

Structures 

49,514,000 

5,400,000 

68,482,000 

Contents 

16,340,000(33?) 

2,160,000(40?) 

3,424,000(5?) 

In  order  to  derive  depth-damage  relationships  for  the  prison 
improvements,  the  structures  were  categorized  into  three  major  groups: 
administrative  and  industrial  facilities,  inmate  residences,  and  Btaff 
residences  (see  plate  2).  A  cross-section  of  contents  of  the 
administrative  and  industrial  buildings  was  analyzed  for  damage 
susceptibility  by  a  board  consisting  of  New  Orleans  District  experts  to 
derive  a  percent  contents  damage  for  those  types  of  structures.  For  the 
inmate  residences,  &  percent  contents  damage  was  derived  with  the  help  of 
field  trips  and  from  Interviews  with  prison  officials,  whereas  for  the 
staff  residences,  available  residential  stage-damage  data  were  used. 

In  calculating  the  estimated  nonagrlcultural  flood  damages  to  the 
prison  (structural  and  contents  losses),  the  scenario  assumed  that  a 
breach  in  the  mainline  levee  at  61  feet  which  would  quickly  fill  the  area 
inside  the  levee  to  that  elevation.  This  would  have  a  recurrence 
interval  of  once  in  30  years  or  approximately  three  times  during  the 
project  life. 

Nearly  all  the  buildings  at  Angola  are  one-story  clnderblock  and 
concrete  construction  and,  consequently,  should  not  suffer  major 
structural  damage  if  flooded.  The  most  significant  damage  would  be  the 
need  for  cleanup,  repainting,  and  replacement  and/or  repair  of  the 
electrical  and  plumbing  facilities.  Based  on  district  experience  in 
roughly  similar  circumstances,  it  was  estimated  that,  in  the  aftermath  of 
severe  flooding,  nearly  all  the  buildings  could  be  restored  at  a  cost  of 
33  percent  of  their  present  replacement  values. 
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APPENDIX  B 


FORMULATION,  ASSESSMENT,  AND 
EVALUATION  OF  DETAILED  PLANS 

FORMULATION  OF  PRELIMINARY  PLANS 


The  formulation  of  the  preliminary  plans  consisted  of  identification 
of  appropriate  measures  responsive  to  the  planning  objectives,  that  were 
scaled  and  combined  into  an  array  of  plans*  The  alternative  plans  con¬ 
sidered  in  this  report  were  evaluted  on  the  basis  of  their  socioeconomic, 
environmental,  and  engineering  factors. 


MANAGEMENT  MEASURES 

In  addition  to  management  measures  that  would  provide  structural 
protection  to  the  penal  facilities,  nonstructural  measures  that  may  be 
employed  to  provide  safety  from  flooding  include  the  relocation  of  the 
facility  and  evacuation  of  inmates,  employees,  and  dependents  during 
flood  periods. 

Measures  for  addressing  the  environmental  quality  study  objectives 
include  the  avoidance  of  placing  fill  material  in  existing  borrow  pits 
and  minimizing  adverse  impacts  to  the  surrounding  bottomland  hardwoods 
and  to  the  existing  natural  lakes  and  bayous. 


PLAN  FORMULATION  RATIONALE  AND  ANALYSIS 
OF  PRELIMINARY  PLANS 

Mississippi  River  overflow  is  the  major  flood  threat  in  the  study 
area.  Mississippi  River  channel  improvement  is  beyond  this  study's 
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The  road  system  at  Angola  consists  of  27  miles  of  bituminous  paved 
roads  and  73  miles  of  gravel  farm  roads  that  have  a  total  value  of 
$5,400,000.  It  was  estimated  that  with  a  breach  In  the  levee,  the  paved 
and  gravel  roads  would  suffer  damages  for  a  total  repair  cost  of 
$625,000. 


There  are  few  contents  of  value  In  the  large  dormitory  buildings 
(metal  beds  and  mattresses)  and  only  the  mattresses  would  be  damaged 
significantly.  However,  in  the  kitchen,  dining,  and  cold-storage  areas, 
there  any  many  compressors  and  cooking  facilities  which  would  be  heavily 
damaged.  The  large  Indus trial- type  facilities  (tag  plant,  cannery, 
Vo-tec  school,  abattoir,  etc.),  also  contain  equipment  which  Is  highly 
susceptible  to  water  damage.  Overall,  the  heaviest  damage  to  be 
sustained  would  be  to  the  electrical  components:  compressors,  large 

ground-mounted  transformers  and  air  conditioning  units,  and  the  other 
infrastructural  systems  (natural  gas  lines  and  components,  water  treat¬ 
ment  plants  and  pumps,  and  all  other  motor  and  motor-driven  components). 


A  summary  of  damages  resulting  from  a  one-time  flood  occurrence  is 
shown  In  table  E-5.  These  losses  would  be  prevented  by  installation  of 


the  project. 


TABLE 

E-5— SUMMARY 

OF  DAMAGES 

(One  Occurrence) 

Adminis¬ 
trative  & 
Industrial 

Staff 

Residences 

Inmate 

Residences 

Roads 

Total 

($) 

($) 

($) 

($) 

($) 

Structural 

Contents 


16,339,000 

8,006,000 


2,160,000  22,598,000 

1,944,000  840,000 


600,000  41,697,000 

N/A  10,790,000 


Total 


24,345,000 


4,104,000  23,438,000 


600,000  52,487,000 


Miscellaneous  (5  percent) ^ 


2,624,000 

55,111,000 


Using  a  probability  analysis,  the  average  annual  Iocs  equals 
approximately  $1,819,000. 

^Includes  damages  to  levees,  on-farm  drainage  facilities,  and 
miscellaneous  farm  machinery  losses. 
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scope,  due  to  the  limited  study  area  and  the  large  cost  associated  with 
the  different  features  that  would  be  needed  to  improve  the  channel; 
hence,  levees  or  floodwalls  comprise  the  main  feature  of  any  structural 
plan.  The  maximum  scope  of  levee  work  would  be  to  construct  a  new  levee 
along  the  Mississippi  River's  east  bank  to  encompass  the  entire  study 
area.  Plans  requiring  only  modifications  to  existing  levees  would  be 
less  costly  and  have  fewer  adverse  environmental  impacts  associated  with 
their  construction  than  new  levee  work.  Also,  lands  outside  the  existing 
levee  systems  have  marginal  economic  value.  Thus,  it  was  reasoned  in  the 
preliminary  analyses  that  no  consideration  would  be  given  to  the 
protection  of  adjacent  undeveloped  lands.  Plans  comprising  construction 
of  floodwalls  were  also  discarded  because  of  the  excessive  costs  involved 
and  because  they  were  inconsistent  with  the  levee  designs  for  the  MR&T 
project. 

The  construction  of  a  ring  levee  or  levees  within  the  local  levee 
system  to  increase  protection  to  existing  residences  and  other  existing 
structures  was  ruled  out  due  to  the  high  cost  involved  in  providing  flood 
protection  for  the  large  number  of  sites  that  would  have  to  be  consid¬ 
ered.  Construction  of  these  ring  levees  would  also  result  in  isolation 
of  the  sites  during  a  major  flood  for  an  extended  period  of  time. 
Isolation  of  sites  is  unacceptable  to  the  prison  personnel  for  security 
reasons.  Elevating  future  development  would  also  be  unacceptable  as  it 
too  would  result  in  isolation. 

Locating  planned  future  development  in  flood-free  lands  in  the 
Tunica  Hills  area  was  considered.  The  rugged  terrain  in  this  area  is  not 
suitable  however.  In  addition,  this  would  not  address  the  social  impacts 
of  possible  evacuation  of  prisoners  still  housed  in  the  lowlands  during  a 
flood  event. 

During  periods  when  the  Mississippi  River  is  in  flood,  and  the  area 
Inclosed  by  the  mainline  levee  experiences  heavy  rainfall,  drainage  can 
only  be  accomplished  by  pumping.  This  situation  occurred  in  the  springs 
of  1973  and  1979.  While  structures  within  the  mainline  levee  do  not 
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DAMAGES  PREVENTED  TO  AGRICULTURE 


The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  establishes  as  a  Federal 
policy  the  preservation  of  highly  productive  agricultural  lands,  known  as 
prime  and  unique  farmlands.  The  agricultural  lands  of  the  state  peniten¬ 
tiary  contain  rich  alluvial  soils  which  fall  into  both  categories.  The 
existing  prison  population,  facilities,  and  agricultural  land  use  are 
anticipated  to  remain  stable  in  the  future  with  or  without  the  project; 
however,  the  productivity  of  these  prime  and  unique  lands  will  be  en¬ 
hanced  as  described  in  the  following  sections.  The  current  agricultural 
land  use  within  the  mainline  levee  consists  of  4,850  acres  in  pasture, 
3,500  acres  in  soybeans,  540  acres  in  cotton,  and  350  acres  in  corn.  A 
small  number  of  acres  are  used  for  growing  vegetables  which  are  consumed 
within  the  prison.  A  levee  crevasse  with  complete  inundation  of  these 
agricultural  lands  at  any  time  during  the  spring,  with  the  resulting 
8iltation  and  erosion  problems  and  higher  priority  flood  recovery 
efforts,  will  cause  a  total  loss  of  net  returns  to  agriculture  for  at 
least  that  year.  Based  on  land  use  data  for  wlthout-project  conditions 
contained  in  table  E-6,  average  annual  agricultural  damages  would  be 
$28,000.  For  with  project  conditions,  these  losses  would  be  negligible. 

During  the  formulation  of  preliminary  plans,  agricultural  intensifi¬ 
cation  benefits  were  calculated  on  some  1,500  acres  of  soybeans  located 
in  the  northern  portion  of  the  prison  compound  that  are  somewhat  lower  in 
elevation  than  the  rest  of  the  compound  and  often  susceptible  to  interior 
drainage  problems  resulting  in  reduced  yields  and  increased  production 
costs.  It  was  assumed  that  these  drainage  problems  were  primarily  the 
result  of  a  combination  of  seepage  through  the  mainline  levee  and 
Inadequate  interior  pumping  capacity.  Total  intensification  benefits  to 
increased  soybean  production  of  $155,000  were  then  calculated  using  a 
five  bushel/acre  increase  in  yield  potential  with  project,  assuming  the 
seepage  berms  would  alleviate  the  problem.  Subsequently,  in  the  formula¬ 
tion  of  detailed  plans,  the  problem  was  determined  to  be  primarily  one  of 
inadequate  interior  drainage  at  times  of  intense  rainfall  runoff  from  the 
Tunica  Hills.  An  incremental  benefit/cost  analysis  was  then  performed  to 
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sustain  damages  from  interior  flooding,  existing  pumping  capacity  is 
Inadequate  to  provide  drainage  relief  for  some  of  the  more  marginal  agri¬ 
cultural  lands  within  the  compound.  It  was  determined  that  the  costs  of 
providing  drainage  Improvements  (pumps  and  channels)  necessary  to  allow 
intensified  usage  of  these  marginal  lands  would  not  be  economically  jus¬ 
tified.  Therefore,  such  improvements  were  not  studied  in  further  detail. 

Nonstructural  plans  considered  include  relocations  of  facilities 
subject  to  flood  damage,  flood-proofing,  flood-forecasting  and  evacuation 
plans,  flood-fighting,  and  land  use  measures.  Relocation  of  the  penal 
facilities'  structures  is  Infeasible  because  of  the  costs  involved, 
social  aspects,  and  difficulties  in  securing  an  adequate  site  for  this 
massive  complex  and  its  population.  At  present  the  state  is  anticipating 
spending  $6,240,000,  of  which  $600,000  is  ongoing  renovation  work,  while 
the  remaining  $5,640,000  is  for  employee  homes  and  apartments  which  will 
be  built  on  high  ground  at  the  base  of  the  Tunica  Hills.  Flood-proofing 
could  be  accomplished  at  Angola  by  raising  all  structures  on  pilings  to 
an  elevation  above  that  of  the  design  flood.  In  the  event  of  a  breach  in 
the  levee,  the  penal  farm  would  fill  to  the  average  river  stage  elevation 
of  63  feet  NGVD.  Ground  elevations  presently  vary  from  approximately 
40  to  55  feet  NGVD;  consequently,  a  levee  failure  causes  immediate  and 
massive  flooding  to  a  great  depth.  Flood-proofing  would  not  reduce  the 
threat  to  lives  and,  although  it  would  prevent  damages  to  structures,  the 
amount  would  not  be  sufficient  for  justification.  Therefore,  flood- 
proofing  has  been  determined  to  be  impractical  and  expensive.  Flood¬ 
forecasting  for  the  Mississippi  River  is  adequate;  however,  the  immense 
financial  and  logistical  problems  involved  in  evacuating  thousands  of 
prisoners  in  the  event  of  a  future  flood  threat  are  prodigious.  The  cost 
of  a  long  term  evacuation  in  the  event  of  a  levee  crevasse  would  be 
approximately  $4,600,000.  A  short  term  evacuation,  where  a  crevasse  did 
not  occur,  would  cost  approximately  $1,250,000.  More  detailed 
information  on  inmate  evacuation  and  subsistence  costs  can  be  found  in 
appendix  E.  The  state  has  flood-fighting  capability  as  evidenced  by 
their  efforts  during  the  1973  flood.  Only  measures  comprising  construc¬ 
tion  of  levees  together  with  the  provision  of  an  adequate  interior 
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drainage  system  would  respond  to  the  objective  of  reducing  potential 
damages  from  future  floods.  Therefore,  all  feasible  nonstructural 
measures  are  already  part  of  the  without-project  condition. 


ANALYSIS  OF  PLANS  CONSIDERED 

Nonstructural  measures  described  in  the  previous  section  do  not 
independently  respond  to  the  objective  of  providing  a  high  degree  of 
flood  protection  to  the  existing  and  planned  facilities  of  the  state 
penitentiary  at  Angola. 

Seven  structural  plans  were  considered  for  improvement  of  the  levee 
system  at  Angola.  Plan  descriptions  and  comparisons  of  costs,  environ¬ 
mental  impacts,  and  benefits  for  these  plans  are  provided  in  subsequent 
paragraphs . 


DESCRIPTION  OF  PLANS 


SAVINGS  IN  EMERGENCY  FLOOD-FIGHT  COSTS 


The  cost  expended  in  1975  for  the  flood-fight  effort  that  year 
was  about  $73,000  and  was  associated  with  9-year  frequency  high  water 
levels.  In  1973,  flood-fight  costs  were  $240,000  for  a  13-year 
flood.  However,  in  1974,  the  flood-fight  costs  for  a  5-year  flood  was 
nominal.  Therefore,  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  that  flood-fight 
efforts  will  begin  at  Mississippi  River  levels  somewhat  below  those 
experienced  in  1975,  or  about  56  feet,  which  occurs  about  once  every 
8  years.  In  order  to  determine  flood-fights  costs  saved,  a 
relationship  was  developed  between  stage  and  flood-fight  costs, 
resulting  in  average  annual  benefits  of  $25,000. 

SAVINGS  IN  LEVEE  REPAIR  COSTS 

Subsequent  to  each  crevasse  there  will  be  costs  associated  with 
rebuilding  the  levee  to  pre-crevasse  conditions.  The  costs  have  been 
determined  to  be  $83,000  per  crevasse.  Using  a  probability  analysis, 
the  average  annual  savings  in  these  repair  costs  is  $3,000. 


BENEFITS  SUMMARY 

A  summary  of  benefits  attributable  to  each  alternative  plan  is 
displayed  in  table  E-7.  Benefit-to-cost  ratios  are  shown  in 
table  E-8.  An  updated  benefits  summary  for  the  recommended  plan  using 
1981  price  levels  and  the  current  interest  rate  (7  5/8  percent)  is 
presented  in  table  E-9. 


148+81  and  290+00)  and  the  Monkey  Island  levee  to  provide  protection  from 
the  PDF.  All  of  the  improvements  including  the  design  criteria  of  the 
levee  would  be  the  same  as  plan  A.  A  drainage  structure  and  pumping 
station  (17,000  gpm  capacity)  would  be  installed  at  Monkey  Island  levee 
station  153+00. 

Plan  C  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
mainline  levee  (except  for  the  reach  tween  mainline  levee  stations 
293+00  and  448+00)  and  the  Charity  Lake  levee  to  provide  protection  from 
the  PDF.  All  of  the  improvements  including  the  design  criteria  of  the 
levee  would  be  the  same  as  plan  A.  A  drainage  structure  and  pumping 
station  (21,000  gpm  capacity)  would  be  installed  at  Charity  Lake  levee 
station  10+00. 

Plan  D  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
mainline  levee  (except  for  the  reaches  between  mainline  levee  stations 
148+81  and  290+00  and  between  stations  293+00  and  448+00),  Monkey  Island 
levee  and  Charity  Lake  levee  to  provide  protection  from  the  PDF.  All  the 
elements  including  levee  design  and  drainage  structures  discussed  in 
plans  A,  B,  and  C  would  be  incorporated  in  this  plan. 

Plan  E  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
mainline  levee  as  in  plan  A  while  raising  the  Monkey  Island  levee  to 
provide  approximately  10-year  flood  protection  (maximum  height  of 
61  feet).  The  specifications  for  the  10-year  levee,  except  for  height, 
would  be  the  same  as  those  proposed  for  full  protection.  New  drainage 
structures  for  these  areas  would  be  identical  to  those  described  for 
plans  A  and  B. 

Plan  F  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
mainline  levee  as  in  plan  A  while  raising  the  Charity  Lake  levee  to 
provide  approximately  10-year  flood  protection  (maximum  height  of 
61  feet).  The  specifications  for  the  10-year  levee,  except  for  height, 
would  be  the  same  as  those  proposed  for  full  protection.  New  drainage 
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TABLE  E- 8— BENEFIT-COST  RATIOS 


Plan  A  Plan  Al 

($)  ($) 

Average  Annual  Benefits  2,089,000  2,089,000 
Average  Annual  Costs  1,488,000  1,515,000 
Benefit-Cost  Ratios  1.40  1.38 


E-18 


structures  for  these  areas  would  be  identical  to  those  described  for 
plans  A  and  C. 

Plan  G  -  This  plan  would  provide  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
mainline  levee  as  in  plan  A  while  raising  the  Monkey  Island  and  Charity 
Lake  levees  to  provide  approximately  10-year  flood  protection.  All  the 
elements  of  plans  A,  E,  and  F  would  be  incorporated  in  this  plan. 

COMPARATIVE  ASSESSMENT  AND  EVALUATION  OF  ALTERNATIVES 


All  of  the  plans  investigated  would  provide  protection  to  the 
penitentiary  buildings  from  the  MR&T  PDF.  Some  of  the  plans  also  provide 
varying  levels  of  protection  to  the  outlying  agricultural  areas.  The 
increases  in  the  design  flowline  resulting  from  changes  in  the  overbank 
flood  conditions  caused  by  the  alternative  levee  alinements  are 
considered  minor  and  will  not  impact  the  operation  of  the  Old  River 
control  structure  and/or  the  Red  River  backwater  area  fuseplug  levee. 
Details  of  these  impacts  are  contained  in  appendix  C. 

The  rehabilitation  of  the  levee  would  include  a  riverside  and/or 
landside  enlargement  of  the  existing  levee  and  control  measures  for 
seepage  problems  observed  along  this  levee  system  during  the  flood  of 
1973.  The  two  methods  considered  for  controlling  underseepage  were 
landside  seepage  berms  and  relief  wells.  Since  the  seepage  analysis  was 
based  on  very  limited  boring  information  which  did  not  indicate  a  seepage 
problem,  the  recommendations  in  this  report  were  made  based  on  observed 
seepage  during  the  1973  high  water.  The  recommendation  to  provide  for 
underseepage  control  was  made  with  the  intent  that  more  borings  would  be 
needed  to  further  study  both  stability  and  seepage  in  future  detailed 
designs.  These  points  are  addressed  in  appendix  C,  and  additional 
borings  will  be  taken  once  a  levee  plan  is  approved. 

Relief  wells  were  ruled  out  for  controlling  the  underseepage 
problems  since  they  would  increase  the  amount  of  underseepage  entering 
the  protected  area,  thus  requiring  more  water  to  be  handled  by  the 
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TABLE  E-9 --UPDATED  BENEFITS  SUMMARY 
(October  1981  price  levels,  7  5/8  percent  interest  rate) 


Recommended  Flan 
Plan  A1 
($) 

Benefit  Category 

Damages  prevented  to  structures  2,001,000 

I 

Savings  in  inmate  evacuation  costs  235,000 

Damages  prevented  to  agriculture  31,000 

Savings  in  flood-fight  costs  28,000 

Savings  in  levee  repair  costs  3,000 

Total  Average  Annual  Benefits  2,298,000 

Average  Annual  Costs  1,814,000 

Benefit-Cost  Ratio  1.27 
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interior  drainage  system  and  pumping  stations.  They  would  also  require 
more  maintenance  and  testing  which  would  increase  necessary  maintenance 
cost,  whereas  seepage  berms  are  generally  much  less  costly  to  construct 
and  maintain  than  relief  wells. 

The  major  environmental  impacts  which  could  result  from  the  Imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  plans  include  the  destruction  of  bottomland  hardwoods 
and  wetlands  which  serve  as  Important  wildlife  habitats,  and  short  term 
deterioration  of  water  quality  caused  by  resuspension  of  sediments. 

Bottomland  hardwoods  and  associated  forests  were  considered  to  be 
the  most  significant  environmental  resource  in  the  study  area.  Since 
they  provide  important  wildlife  habitat,  negative  Impacts  are  highly 
undesirable.  The  acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods  that  would  be  adversely 
affected  by  each  plan  are  shown  in  Table  B-l. 

TABLE  B-l— ACRES  OF  BOTTOMLAND  HARDWOODS  AFFECTED 

Alternative  PlanB 

A  JJ  C  D  E  F  G 
Acres  affected  79  410  141  439  261  79  261 

Low-lying  portions  of  the  study  area  in  the  Monkey  Island  and 
Charity  Lake  areas  are  frequently  flooded.  The  periodic  inundations 
serve  to  rejuvenate  these  areas  by  opening  up  new  and  productive  areas 
for  fish  and  aquatic  animals.  Except  for  pla„  A,  which  does  not  affect 
these  low-lying  areas,  the  other  plans  Investigated  would  reduce  the 
rejuvenating  effect  to  these  areas  In  various  Agrees.  These  other  plans 
would  have  a  detrimental  effect  on  the  wetland  areas  by  encouraging  a 
switch  to  agricultural  usage  and  loss  of  wildlife  haoltat. 

Construction  activities  would  have  some  short  term  Impacts  on  water 
quality  within  the  study  area.  The  construction  of  temporary  haul  roads 
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have  a  frequency  of  occurrence  of  once  in  30  years,  on  the  average,  or 
approximately  three  times  during  the  100-year  project  life.  It  was 
assumed  that  after  each  failure  the  levee  would  be  rebuilt  to  prior 
conditions. 

A  stage  of  60  feet  NGVD  and  a  forecast  of  a  continued  rising  crest 
is  considered  appropriate  for  determining  the  frequency  of  an  emergency 
evacuation.  Such  a  crest  should  occur  about  every  20  years  of  project 
life.  Significant  amounts  for  flood-fight  efforts  were  expended  during 
the  high  water  periods  of  1973  and  1979.  In  both  instances,  additional 
state  aid  was  required  to  maintain  a  sandbagging  effort.  Crests  in  1973 
and  1979  were  58.2  and  59.2,  respectively.  In  1974  and  1975,  flood 
crests  were  lower.  In  1974,  flood-fighting  costs  were  nominal,  whereas 
in  1975,  a  flood  crest  somewhat  higher  than  in  1974  required  flood¬ 
fighting,  although  not  to  the  extent  of  1973  or  1979.  Therefore,  it  was 
assumed  that  no  future  significant  flood-fighting  would  take  place  at 
stages  less  than  those  where  flood-fighting  began  in  the  flooding  of 
1975,  or  at  an  8-year  frequency. 

Flood  damages  which  would  be  prevented  by  all  action  plans  or 
savings  in  costs  which  result  from  the  increased  protection  from  all 
action  plans  include:  damages  prevented  to  structures,  savings  in 
emergency  evacuation  and  subsistence  costs,  and  savings  in  emergency 
flood-fight  costs . 

Although  borrow  areas  created  during  construction  would  afford  some 
additional  recreational  potential  for  fishing,  recreation  benefits  cannot 
be  calculated  as  public  access  is  limited.  Future  use  of  the  borrow 
areas  by  facility  employees  and  their  families  is  expected  to  be  minimal. 

Table  B-2  is  a  summary  of  the  first  costs,  annual  charges,  benefits 
and  benefit-cost  ratios  for  the  alternative  plans.  Detailed  estimates  of 
first  costs  are  shown  in  tables  C-4  and  C-5.  In  addition  to  the  overall 
benefit-cost  ratio,  an  incremental  benefit-cost  ratio  was  computed  for 
plans  B  through  G  with  plan  A  being  the  base  condition.  The  Incremental 
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TABLE  B-2— FIRST  COST  AMD  ANNUAL  CHARGES- PRELIMINARY  LEVEE  PLANS 
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ratio  shows  the  relative  merits  of  the  added  benefits  versus  the  addi¬ 
tional  cost  incurred  in  upgrading  the  protection  of  the  outlying  areas. 

CONCLUSIONS  (SCREENING) 

The  incremental  benefit-to-cost  ratios  for  plans  B  through  G  were 
all  less  than  1  when  compared  to  plan  A.  It  was,  therefore,  determined 
that  it  was  not  economically  justified  to  provide  increased  flood  protec¬ 
tion  to  the  outlying  areas;  i.e..  Monkey  Island  and  Charity  Lake  areas. 
These  plans  would  result  in  more  adverse  environmental  impacts  than 
plan  A. 

Plan  A  was  determined  to  be  economically  justified  and  satisfied  the 
planning  objective  for  reducing  flood  damages  and  associated  adverse 
social  Impacts.  Of  all  the  structural  plans  it  would  cause  the  least 
environmental  damage.  Therefore,  it  was  decided  to  select  plan  A  for 
detailed  study. 

In  the  detailed  study  process,  plan  A  was  reanalyzed  to  determine  if 
its  potential  adverse  environmental  impacts  could  be  further  minimized  by 
such  measures  as  modifying  construction  methods.  This  least 
environmentally  damaging  plan  was  designated  as  plan  A1  in  the  detailed 
study  process. 

As  previously  determined,  feasible  nonstructural  measures  are  part 
of  the  without-project  condition;  the  nonstructural  plan  is  the  same  as 
the  no  action  plan. 

ASSESSMENT  AND  EVALUATION  OF 
DETAILED  PLANS 

Information  presented  in  the  following  paragraphs  describes  each  of 
the  plans  considered  in  detail.  In  addition  to  the  description,  the 


significant  beneficial  and  adverse  impacts  and  an  evaluation  and  trade¬ 
off  analysis  are  discussed.  Responsibilities  for  implementation  are 
presented  for  each  of  the  detailed  plans .  Also  presented  is  the  cost 
apportionment  based  on  traditional  cost-sharing  policies. 


PLAN  A 

PLAN  DESCRIPTION 


This  plan  (shown  on  plate  B-2)  consists  of  raising  and  strengthening 
the  mainline  levee  to  a  maximum  height  of  71.5  feet  NGVD  by  levee 

enlargement  either  riverside  or  landside  with  seepage  berms  where  seepage 
has  been  observed.  The  levee  would  have  a  10-foot  crown  with  side  slopes 

of  1  vertical  on  5.5  horizontal  on  the  landside  and  1  vertical  on 

4  horizontal  on  the  riverside.  Existing  and  proposed  levee  cross- 

sections  are  shown  on  plates  C-3  and  C-4.  This  would  provide  protection 
from  the  standard  PDF  with  4  feet  of  freeboard. 

Included  in  this  plan  is  the  replacement  of  the  existing  6-  by 
6-foot  concrete  culverts  with  two  new  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culverts  with 
sliding  vertical  sluice  gates.  Ttoe  new  culverts  will  be  290  feet  long 
with  stop  logs  at  either  end  for  secondary  closure.  Mo  change  would  be 
made  to  the  three  existing  electrical  pumps  which  have  a  total  pumping 
capacity  of  120,000  gpm.  The  water  is  pumped  over  the  levee  through  two 
36-inch  diameter  cast  iron  pipes.  These  pipes  would  require 
modifications  so  that  they  would  pass  over  the  top  of  the  new  levee. 

Levee  enlargement  would  be  done  to  the  landside  of  the  existing 
levee  where  existing  borrow  pits  are  up  against  the  levee.  The  fill 
material  would  be  taken  from  new  borrow  pits,  on  the  riverside  of  the 
existing  mainline  levee  with  average  dimensions  of  10  feet  deep  by 
285  feet  wide  by  about  10  miles  long  running  parallel  to  the  levee.  The 
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distance  between  the  toe  of  the  improved  levee  and  the  borrow  pits  would 
be  approximately  450  feet. 


► 
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IMPACT  ASSESSMENT 

NATIONAL  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  IMPACTS 

The  first  cost  of  plan  A  is  estimated  at  $17,938,000  and  the  total 
annual  cost  estimated  at  $1,488,000,  including  $1,474,000  for  Interest 
and  amortization  of  the  initial  investment  and  $14,000  for  operation  and 
maintenance . 

The  benefits  attributable  to  plan  A  are  estimated  to  average 
$2,089,000  annually.  These  benefits  are  attributable  to  savings  in  the 
reduction  of  flood  damages  due  to  the  destruction  of  buildings  and  crops; 
the  deterent  of  the  evacuation  of  prisoners  and  compound  employees  and 
their  dependents,  i.e.,  savings  in  evacuation  costs;  and  savings  in 
emergency  flood-fighting  costs. 

The  average  annual  net  benefits  are  estimated  at  $601,000,  and  the 
ratio  of  average  annual  benefits  to  average  annual  costs  is  1.40. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

Water  Bodies  and  Associated  Wetlands.  This  plan  would  result  in  direct 
impacts  to  approximately  10  acres  of  open  water  and  wetlands.  These 
impacts  would  result  from  excavation  of  borrow  material  from  these  areas 
within  the  confines  of  the  borrow  area  alinement  as  indicated  on  plate  2 
and  the  deposition  of  fill  material  for  haul  roads  into  the  existing 
borrow  pits.  Constructing  activities  would  cause  immediate  increases  in 
turbidity  and  resultant  decreases  in  light  penetration  in  the  affected 
borrow  pits'  waters.  The  excavation  action  would  result  in  the  removal 
of  the  vegetative  canopy  which  would  eventually  allow  greater  light 
intensity  and  subsequently  higher  water  temperatures  and  greater 
photosynthetic  activity.  A  Section  404(b)  (Clean  Water  Act)  evaluation 


would  not  be  required  for  this  plan.  Section  404(f)  provides  exemptions 
for  temporary  haul  roads.  Construction  the  haul  roads  with  culverts  to 
allow  natural  water  movement  to  continue  and  removing  the  roads  after 
completion  of  construction  alleviates  the  need  for  a  404(b)  study.  The 
impact  of  this  plan  upon  the  water  quality  of  the  Mississippi  River  would 
be  insignificant.  Impacts  upon  wetland  resources  would  be  negative,  due 
to  the  reduction  of  the  area  of  normal  water  fluctuations,  of  general 
habitat,  food  chain  productivity,  and  nesting,  spawning,  rearing,  and 
resting  sites  for  terrestrial  and  aquatic  species. 

Bottomland  Hardwoods  and  Associated  Forests.  This  plan  would  result  in 
the  destruction  of  approximately  79  acres  of  forests.  These  losses  would 
occur  due  to  clearing  for  the  borrow  excavation  area  and  for  haul  roads 
between  the  excavation  area  and  the  levee.  The  destruction  of  these 
forested  areas  would  reduce  the  buffer  effect  presently  provided  against 
river  wave  action  to  the  levee  and  the  soil-holding  function  provided  by 
growing  tree  roots.  After  construction,  natural  forest  succession  would 
eventually  result  in  the  establishment  of  bottomland  hardwood  forests  on 
those  areas  cleared  for  haul  roads.  Significant  sediment  deposition  has 
not  been  occurring  recently  in  proposed  borrow  pit  areas;  therefore,  a 
mixture  of  riverfront  hardwood  species,  depending  upon  the  seed  source, 
would  become  established  on  those  cleared  areas. 

Fishery  Resources.  This  plan  calls  for  the  excavation  of  approximately 
345  acres  of  borrow  pit  resulting  in  the  conversion  of  that  entire  area 
to  aquatic  habitat  available  for  fisheries  utilization.  Habitat  quality 
would  be  very  low  in  the  borrow  pits  initially  as  diversity  would  be 
lacking  completely  until  submergent  vegetation  becomes  established.  Fish 
populations  would  be  established  in  most  borrow  pits  by  inundation  from 
high  spring  river  flows,  but  population  development  would  be  dependent 
upon  population  development  of  lower  members  of  the  food  chain.  Fish 
population  development  in  the  Charity  Lake  borrow  pit  area  would  not 
progress  at  the  same  rate  as  other  areas  due  to  infrequent  river 
flooding.  Fish  population  establishment  in  this  area  would  be  dependent 
upon  a  hydraulic  connection  to  Charity  Lake.  Suitable  spawning  areas 
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would  be  provided  on  borrow  pit  side  slopes  with  the  design  excavation  of 
1  vertical  on  3  horizontal  side  slopes. 

Wildlife  Resources.  This  plan  would  result  in  significantly  greater 
adverse  impacts  to  terrestrial  wildlife  resources  than  the  implementation 
of  the  other  plan.  Approximately  79  acres  of  woodlands  would  be 
destroyed  with  this  plan.  Those  wildlife  individuals  whose  territory 
includes  woodlands  to  be  removed  for  excavation  or  rights-of-way  purposes 
will  either  be  displaced  or  destroyed  by  this  action.  Creation  of 
approximately  345  acres  of  borrow  pit  would  provide  habitat  for  terres¬ 
trial  wildlife  highly  dependent  upon  aquatic  habitat.  The  amount  of  use, 
however,  would  be  dependent  upon  the  development  of  food-producing  vege¬ 
tation  along  the  shorelines.  Water-dependent  furbearers  would  receive 
increased  amounts  of  habitat  due  to  the  creation  of  borrow  pits.  Habitat 
quality  would  initially  be  very  poor,  but  would  improve  with  the 
establishment  of  shoreline  vegetation.  The  conversion  of  approximately 
266  acres  of  open  land  to  borrow  area  would  result  in  the  permanent 
removal  of  that  amount  of  open  land  habitat  and  a  corresponding  loss  to 
all  species  inhabiting  that  area. 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species.  This  plan  would,  overall,  provide 
beneficial  impacts  to  endangered  species  within  the  study  area.  The 
creation  of  open,  deepwater  areas  by  borrow  pit  excavation  would  provide 
suitable  habitat  for  courtship  and  breeding  required  for  the  American 
alligator.  Habitat  value  would  increase  witl.  time  due  to  the 
establishment  of  cover  provided  by  aquatic  vegetation,  due  to  increased 
productivity  as  conditions  become  more  stabilized,  and  due  to  fisheries 
rejuvenation  by  frequent  river  overflows  into  some  borrow  areas. 

Audubon  Society  Blue  List.  Plan  A  would  not  significantly  affect  any 
species  of  bird  on  the  1981  blue  list.  However,  the  primary  habitat  for 
the  majority  of  birds  on  the  blue  list  found  in  the  study  area  is  forest, 
of  which  some  would  be  destroyed. 
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Colonel  Robert  C.  Lm 

lw  OtlMM  District,  Corps  of  Rula— r» 

Department  of  the  Any 

P-O.  Box  MM? 

Row  Or  loans,  IohUIim  70160 


Dear  Colonel  Loot 

This  is  in  reference  to  ywir  draft  environmental  impact  atatemt  entitled, 

"Louisiana  Stats  Penitentiary  Levee,  Mississippi  River.'’  The  enclosed 
"Mint  tram  the  Rational  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  JWfel  nix  tret  ion  is 

foreerded  for  your  consideration.  So  res  pease  required. 

Then*  you  far  giving  as  an  opportunity  to  provide  this  oenwent,  which  we 
hope  will  be  of  aaeietanee  to  you.  Re  wield  appreciate  receiving  four 
copies  of  tho  final  environmental  i^sact  sta tenant. 

Sincerely, 

cs.. .  -  £*  U* '*■*** 

/*** 

Robert  T.  KiAi 

Director  of  Regulatory  Policy 

Enclosure  Mswo  front  Robert  B.  Rollins 

Rational  Ocean  Survey 

ROAA 
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Recreational  Resources.  The  borrow  areas  created  during  project 
construction  would  afford  some  additional  recreational  potential  for 
fishing.  When  the  eventual  overbank  flooding  by  the  Mississippi  River 
occurs,  a  natural  restocking  process  will  supply  and  rejuvenate  these 
borrow  areas  with  native  game  fish  and  rough  fish  species.  The  future 
occasional  use  of  the  borrow  areas  by  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary 
employees  and  their  dependents  is  forecasted  to  be  minimal. 

Agricultural  Land  Resources.  This  plan  would  result  in  beneficial 
impacts  through  the  prevention  of  a  levee  crevasse  to  the  mainline  levee 
and  the  resulting  inundation  of  approximately  9,240  acres  of  prime  and 
unique  farmlands.  This  action  would  further  insure  the  preservation  and 
continual  utilization  of  these  highly  productive  agricultural  lands.  A 
comparatively  insignificant  number  of  cropland  acres  would  receive 
adverse  impacts  in  areas  where  landside  levee  enlargement  and  seepage 
berms  are  required.  These  changes  of  farmland  to  levee  and  seepage  berms 
still  have  a  potential  of  pastureland  usage  causing  the  Impacts  to  be 
even  smaller.  Riverside  borrow  excavation  would  also  convert  266  acres 
of  agricultural  lands,  which  are  used  primarily  as  pasturelands  and  are 
not  classified  as  prime  farmland,  to  borrow  pits.  This  would  constitute 
a  total  loss  of  these  lands  to  agricultural  production. 

Cultural  Resources.  This  plan  would  not  affect  any  cultural  resources 
presently  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  Because  of 
its  proximity  to  the  confluence  of  the  Mississippi  and  Red  Rivers,  the 
study  area  has  been  an  advantageous  location  for  trade,  settlement  or 
encampment  through  time.  During  the  Civil  War,  Tunica  Bend  and  Raccourci 
Island  were  sites  of  several  small  naval  encounters.  Late  19th  century 
Mississippi  River  Commission  maps  identify  the  present  penitentiary 
grounds  as  Angola  Plantation.  It  is  expected  that  additional  sites  exist 
along  the  base  of  the  hill  line,  along  Davis,  Bobs,  and  Loch  Lomond 
Bayous,  and  on  natural  levees  adjacent  to  relict  Mississippi  River 
channels  such  as  Charity  Lake,  Sugar  Lake,  and  Lake  Ki Harney.  An 
intensive  cultural  resources  survey  of  the  proposed  impact  zone  will  be 
conducted  during  advanced  feasibility  studies  (Phase  1  AE&D).  The  impact 
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NATKMM.  OCCAM  SUfKEV 


StptMbtr  ?4 ,  1901 


Pf/iC  -  Joyce  n.  Mood 
0A/C5  -  Kotwrt  I. 

0€IS  SIM  M  -  LonltliM  S&u  t 


SIMJCCT :  MIS  «1W.U  - 
tlvar 


Penitentiary  Inn,  Mississippi 


The  subject  statmnt  has  been  reviewed  within  the  trees  of  the 
National  Oceee  Survey's  (NOS)  reeponsfbll fty  end  expertise,  end  fit 
teres  of  the  tapoct  of  the  proposed  ectloa  on  NOS  activities  and 
project:. 

Goodettc  control  survey  aonuaents  nay  be  located  In  the  proposed 
project  ereo.  If  there  Is  any  planned  activity  which  will  disturb 
or  destroy  these  aonaeonts .  NOS  requires  not  less  then  90  days'  noti¬ 
fication  In  advance  of  such  activity  In  order  to  plan  for  their 
relocation.  NOS  recooaends  that  fondlnp  for  this  project  Includes 
the  coat  of  any  relocation  required  for  NOS  aonuaents.  For  forther 
tnforaatlen  about  these  aonuaents,  please  contact  Nr.  John  Spencer, 
Director,  Notional  Seodatlc  Information  Center  (M/C18)  or 
Nr.  Charles  Novak,  CMaf,  Network  Maintenance  Branch  (OA/C172),  at 
M01  Executive  Boulevard,  Nockvlllt,  Naryland  20852. 


Bnspone*  3.1— The  location*  of  ftoodatic  coatrol  survey  aorMtnti  will  bo 
confined  la  Cha  design  phaao  of  tha  study.  National  Ocean  Survey  will 
be  not  If  lad  at  that  t lee  and  arraagaaaaca  will  ba  aade  for  relocation. 


* 


Ho  hava  raalen—  t ka  Draft  fcitw— til  1— act  Iff— r  (SU),  Mala  Deport, 
aa d  4ppe— laee  far  Co— trvctloa  of  tfca  prop——  fie—  eoacrol  prajact, 
Lmilala—  Stata  tmitmm Mary  Leona.  Utaalaaippl  Blvar.  Ha  ara  ra— if—  oa 
Dekalf  af  tka  r— lie  Haaltk  Seralae. 


Ha  wmrim  la  —Ha  af  oltker  mIqM—  ar  pat— Hal  — a— lte  ar  acker  vac  tar 
papalarle—  tkt  —11  Da  Hputil  Dp  tka  project.  Hi  VI— 1  tit  HD— If 
4— art—  tka  ana—  af  tka—  vac  tar  papalttf— a  a—  tka  —a ftelal  ar  ate— aa 
V.  /  pro J act  effe-te.  Am  —II  ala*  Da  4a— rlpcfte—  af  —a  alii  pro— 

—a— Ita  cMttal  actftvltl— ,  c—  a— lclpec—  aa— ral  —a—  aa  Da  falla— 4. 
a—  tha  prppaaaf  application  rat—  a—  a—  af  appll—  Han  far  a—  I— actl- 
cUaa  tkat  nay  Da  —— . 

If  it  ta  anticipated  tkat  thare  «1U  ka  any  vapatatlaa  ea— ral  — aa— 
a— lap—  —ria|  ar  aft—  pro] act  c— platlaa,  tka  M— 1  RU  —04  — aerlka 
y  /  tka  control  —a— a  ta  ka  folia— f.  tka  —a—  af  ——4—1  —pH  cat  tan . 

tka  tpp—  af  karPlellaa  ta  ka  aa— »  a—  a—  ralat—  aapaata  af  tka  aa— ral 

pretr— . 

Thank  paw  for  tka  opportunity  of  rwrln—  tka  Draft  Kit,  Hr  —all  —prat lata 
receiving  a  copy  af  tka  Pinal  IIS  «k—  It  la  la—  ■ 


,  / 


-yf  Prank  I.  Lftaalln,  PD.D.  < 

'  Cklaf ,  —r Ir— ial  Affalra  Ora— 

1  t— in— m  Haaltk  taro laee  M via  ion 

Cantor  far  Pnclm— nl  Haaltk 


Haapaaaa  4.1 — Inf area tin*  aa  rector  population*  a—  project  af  facta  eaa 
a44—  aa  p— aa  ««-»•  a—  IIS-24.  Peeler  control  will  Da  —  fraaa—  in 
tka  afvanc—  aaglnoertag  oaf  4ealga  rf.-aft  1—  tearing  tha  raa poaa  1  HI  1 1  ty 
a—  —  tka—  Dy  — UD  roc  tor  prohlaea  dll  Da  alntete—  luring 
coaa tract  tan  act  tvlclaa ■ 

Haapaaaa  4.2— It  U  net  aat  let  pat—  that  thare  will  Da  any  chan  teal 
vegetation  central  aaaaaraa  a— toy—  4« r teg  or  after  project  coaptation. 


corridor  appears  to  follow  a  relict  19th  century  river  course.  If  sites 
are  located  within  this  corridor,  it  is  expected  that  the  majority  will 
be  historic  and  may  include  buried  shipwrecks. 

SOCIAL  WELL-BEING  IMPACTS 

Plan  A  would  have  significant  effects  on  social  well-being  in  the 
study  area  as  well  as  the  State  of  Louisiana  as  a  whole.  The  evacuation 
of  the  prisoners  would  cause  undue  hardship  to  both  residents  surrounding 
the  prison  as  well  as  to  residents  of  areas  to  which  the  prisoners  would 
be  transferred.  The  implementation  of  this  plan  would  serve  to  alleviate 
the  risk  of  evacuating  the  prisoners,  thereby  producing  a  favorable 
affect  on  the  social  well-being  of  the  area  as  a  whole. 

REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  IMPACTS 

The  Induced  development  effected  by  plan  A  would  be  the  utilization 
of  the  underemployed  labor  potential  that  is  located  in  the  study  area. 
Project  construction  and  maintenance  operations  would  provide  minor 
increases  in  real  Income  and  income  distribution. 


EVALUATION  AND  TRADE-OFF  ANALYSIS 


Plan  A  fulfills  the  primary  planning  objectives  of  reducing  flood 
damages  and  associated  adverse  social  impacts  for  the  penal  farm.  The 
estimated  first  cost  is  $17,938,000.  The  benefit-to-cost  ratio  is  1.40 
and  the  excess  average  annual  benefits  over  cost  are  $601,000,  the  higher 
of  the  two  plans. 

Plan  A  also  complies  with  some  of  the  environmental  quality 
objectives  in  that  it  creates  aquatic  habitat. 

From  an  overall  standpoint,  plan  A  is  the  most  economical  plan  for 
providing  increased  flood  protection  for  the  study  area.  The  plan  is 
implementable  and  acceptable. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

omcs  or  ins  sksitaky 
OanTh  l—i 


ALBUQUXSQUS,  NSW  MEXICO  VMS 


**-#  1/1049 


N'-'  0  C  1981 


Olatrict  snginmar 
N»  Orlmana  District, 

Corpm  of  Snyinmmrs 
P.  O.  Bon  60267 
Mv  OriMM,  Louis  is  ns  70160 

osar  Sir t 

m  harm  rmviammd  tha  draft  ami rvtmsntsl  itatM Mt,  Min  /Import ,  sod 
Appmmdicmm  for  Louis  isms  Stats  pmnitmntiary  Lmrmm,  mmaiaaippi  hirsr. 
•foot  Feliciana  Psrish,  Louisiana,  and  harm  ttm  follasriaq  commits. 

Tbs  proposal  intensive  cultural  mmourcsa  (smy  rmfmrrmd  to  «i  pays 
20  should  inclmhm  thm  dimciplimmm  of  archmolopy,  srchi tmctmrs ,  anti 
history  with  pr ofmmmlomls  la  much  timid.  Also,  thm  cot  § 

of  tmpiammrs  mmt  rmyummt  Smtmrmi ns ti omm  of  mlipihiUtp  for  thm 
national  nmqistmr  an  mac h  of  thm  mitmm  amt  ttmtuw  idontlftad  i 
tha  mmrmmy.  m  would  vmlcomm  thm  opportunity  to  oawit  v  tha 
import  sham  it  is  oosplmtod. 

Thank  you  for  thm  opportunity  Co  cnant  on  thsaa  toctmamta. 


sinomrmly. 


Neepoaae  6. 1— Th«  Oirp*  will  conduct  an  tntaaatve  eurvsy  utlllrlng 
profaaaloaale  of  all  appropriate  disciplines .  Tin  report  of  theso 
1  even  t  tpa  t  looo  *U1  ho  coord  loo  tod  with  tKo  Louisiana  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  (WO),  whose  opinion  regarding  alts  significance 
«lll  «a  m^o— tod.  In  accordance  with  MCPBS00.4  (Advisory  Couoct i  of 
■lotorU  Preservations  Protection  of  Historic  and  Cultural  Propart  las) 
fornal  rap  oast a  for  dataral nations  of  ollglblllty  to  tha  National 
Bag  la  tar  af  Historic  Flecoe  *1U  ha  mmtm  only  for  thorns  altaa  which 
althar  tha  Corps  or  tha  StPO  find  noot  National  Nag  la  ter  criteria 
(MCPM0.4,  datad  14  Nov  II). 
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IMPLEMENTATION  RESPONSIBILITIES 


COST  ALLOCATIONS 


All  costs  for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  plan  A  would  be 
allocated  to  flood  control. 

COST  APPORTIONMENT 


Under  traditional  cost-sharing  policies  of  the  1936  Flood  Control 
Act  the  total  first  cost  of  $17,938,000  would  be  apportioned  $16,779,000 
to  the  Federal  Government  and  $1,159,000  to  non-Federal  interests.  The 
non-Federal  portion  of  the  first  cost  would  be  the  cost  of  all  lands, 
easements,  rlghts-of-way,  and  relocations.  All  of  the  estimated  annual 
operation  and  maintenance  costs  of  $14,000  would  be  borne  by  the  non- 
Federal  interests. 


PLAN  A1 

PLAN  DESCRIPTION 


This  plan  (shown  on  plate  B-3)  consists  of  raising  and  strengthening 
the  mainline  levee  to  the  same  specifications  as  in  plan  A.  The  levee 
would  have  a  maximum  height  of  71.5  feet  NGVD  and  a  10-foot  crown  with 
side  slopes  of  1  vertical  on  5.5  horizontal  on  the  landside  and  1 
vertical  on  4  horizontal  on  the  riverside.  This  would  provide  protection 
from  the  standard  PDF  with  4  feet  of  freeboard. 

The  existing  pair  of  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culverts  would  be 
replaced  with  two  new  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culverts  with  vertical  sluice 
gates.  No  change  will  be  made  to  the  three  existing  pumps  which  have  a 
total  pumping  capacity  of  120,000  gpm.  The  water  is  pumped  over  the 
levee  through  two  36- inch  diameter  cast  iron  pipes.  These  pipes  will 
require  modifications  in  order  to  pass  over  the  top  of  the  new  levee. 
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Adverse  environmental  impacts  would  be  minimized  in  this  plan. 
Levee  enlargement  would  be  done  to  the  landside  of  the  existing  levee 
where  existing  borrow  pits  abut  the  levee  so  as  not  to  place  any  fill 
material  in  the  borrow  pits.  The  fill  material  would  be  taken  from  new 
borrow  pits  (10  feet  by  285  feet  by  10  miles  long)  parallel  to  the 
riverside  of  the  levee.  The  distance  between  the  toe  of  the  levee  and 
the  borrow  pits  would  be  approximately  450  feet.  Extra  care  would  be 
taken  to  avoid  bottomland  hardwoods  when  digging  the  new  borrow  pits. 
All  wetlands  contiguous  to  Charity  Lake  and  Sugar  Lake  would  also  be 
avoided  when  digging  the  borrow  pits.  The  construction  of  the  haul  roads 
from  the  new  borrow  pits  would  be  done  in  such  a  way  that  waters  of 
wetlands  and  existing  borrow  pits  hydrologically  connected  to  Charity  or 
Sugar  Lakes  would  not  be  affected  by  the  placement  of  fill  material. 

IMPACT  ASSESSMENT 

NATIONAL  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  IMPACTS 

The  first  cost  of  plan  A1  is  estimated  at  $18,274,000  and  the  total 
annual  cost  estimated  at  $1,516,000,  including  $1,501,000  for  Interest 
and  amortization  of  the  initial  investment  and  $14,000  for  operation  and 
maintenance. 

The  benefits  attributable  to  plan  A1  are  estimated  to  average 
$2,089,000,  annually.  These  benefits  are  attributable  to  savings  in  the 
reduction  of  flood  damages  due  to  destruction  of  buildings  and  livestock; 
the  deterrent  of  evacuation  of  prisoners  and  employees  and  their 
dependents,  i.e.,  savings  in  evacuation  costs;  and  savings  in  emergency 
flood-fighting  costs. 

The  average  annual  net  benefits  are  estimated  at  $574,000,  and  the 
ratio  of  average  annual  benefits  to  average  annual  costs  is  1.38. 
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to  -  net  Of  Objgctlont 

EPA  Has  no  objection*  to  the  proposed  action  as  da  sc  rl  bod  in  tha  draft 
Inpact  itatwnt;  or  mwasts  only  nlnor  In  tha  proposed  action. 

t»  -  tnvlronwntal  tosorvetlons 

EM  IMS  rmeervetlOM  concerning  the  environmental  tfftets  of  csrtsln 
itfvctl  of  tko  proposed  actio*.  EM  believes  that  further  study  of 
suipsstsd  alternatives  or  *o41f1cat1ans  Is  required  and  has  Sited  the 
originating  Federal  agency  to  r* -assess  these  aspects. 

B)  -  tnvironoontslly  ^satisfactory 

EM  believes  that  the  proposed  actio*  Is  unsatisfactory  because  of  Its 
potastlally  Haroful  affect  o*  the  envli  oiaaewt.  Furthemore.  the  Agency 
Mil****  that  the  potential  safeguards  ahlch  right  he  utilised  nay  not 
aduguutdly  protact  tha  ewvli  onouut  fro*  haiards  arising  fro*  this  action. 
Ihn  Agency  racuaronili  that  altarnatlvns  to  the  action  be  analynd  further 
( Including  thd  possibility  of  no  action  at  all). 


ABEPUAq  OF  THE  WCT  ETATBWT 

Catooorv  1  -  Adaeva ta 

Hm  draft  lassect  stataoant  adequately  sets  forth  the  anvlronrantal  lap  act 
OF  tko  proposed  project  or  action  as  Mil  at  altarnatloos  reasonably 
available  to  the  project  or  action. 

Stimxl  -  JmtEsia&JtiaasUx. 

EM  bo 1  level  the  draft  tapact  stataoant  does  not  contain  sufficient 
lafbrmetlo*  to  assess  fblly  the  onvlronmtel  Inpact  df  the  proposed 
project  or  action.  Nsutvor,  fro*  the  Information  submitted,  the 
Agency  Is  abl*  to  nskn  t  preliminary  determination  of  the  Inpact 
an  lb*  Mvlronoant.  EFA  has  requested  that  tha  originator  provide 
the  Information  that  ms  not  Included  in  the  drift  statsosnt. 

tawnrl  -  Jnrtwatt 

EFA  bolltves  that  the  draft  Ispect  statasont  does  not  adequately 
assess  the  environmental  Inpact  of  the  proposed  project  or  action, 
or  that  the  statement  Inadoquatoly  analytes  rstsonahly  ivallible 
alternatives.  The  Agency  has  mounted  mom  Information  and  analysis 
concerning  the  potential  snvli  omental  hazards  and  has  asked  that 
•Mstantlal  revision  bo  ortt  to  the  lopoct  statement.  If  a  draft 
statamant  Is  assigned  a  Category  J,  no  rating  will  bo  oada  of  tho 
project  or  action,  sloe*  a  bull  does  not  generally  azlst  on  vhlch 
to  make  a  determination. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


Water  Bodies  and  Associated  Wetlands.  This  plan  would  result  in  direct 
impacts  to  approximately  1  acre  of  open  water  and  wetland.  These  impacts 
would  result  from  the  introduction  of  fill  material  into  the  existing 
borrow  pits  to  serve  as  haul  roads  across  these  areas.  A  Section  404(b) 
evaluation  would  not  be  required  for  this  plan.  As  with  plan  A,  it  is 
eligible  for  exemption  under  Section  404(f).  The  impacts  of  this  plan 
upon  the  water  quality  of  the  Mississippi  River  would  be  insignificant. 
The  destruction  of  wetland  areas  as  required  by  haul  road  construction 
would  result  in  the  same  kinds  of  impacts  to  terrestrial  and  aquatic 
species  as  listed  for  the  other  plan;  however,  the  extent  of  the  impacts 
would  be  greatly  reduced. 

Bottomland  Hardwoods  and  Associated  Forests.  This  plan  would  result  in 
comparatively  minimal  impacts  to  forested  areas.  As  indicated  in  the 
plan  description,  destruction  to  forested  areas  would  be  avoided,  with 
limitations,  with  this  plan.  However,  required  haul  roads  through  wooded 
areas  would  result  In  the  destruction  of  approximately  5  acres  of 
forest.  The  kinds  of  impacts  upon  forests  would  be  the  same  with  this 
plan  as  with  plan  A;  however,  the  quantity  of  impacts  would  be  greatly 
reduced . 

Fishery  Resources.  This  plan  would  require  the  excavation  of  the  same 
amount  of  borrow  material  and  would  result  in  the  creation  of  the  same 
amount  of  aquatic  habitat  as  would  plan  A.  Impacts  to  fishery  resources 
resulting  from  the  implementation  of  the  plan  would  be  the  same  as  with 
plan  A. 

Wildlife  Resources.  This  plan  would  result  in  comparatively  less  severe 
Impacts  to  terrestrial  wildlife  resources  than  would  implementation  of 
plan  A.  Approximately  5  acres  of  woodlands  would  be  destroyed  with  this 
plan.  As  mentioned  previously,  destruction  or  displacement  of  wildlife 
species  occupying  that  habitat  would  occur.  Destruction  is  more  probable 
since  carrying  capacities  of  adjacent  woodlands  would  probably  remain  the 
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ffTATl  or  LO IMUMA 

ocnwiMCNT  or  cultimw.  MCMATKM  AMO  TOO*  MM 
OFFICE  OF  PROGRAM  DEVELOPMENT 


M.  *OX 


October  13,  lMl 
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Colossi  ktort  C.  Lm 

OuMHter  mA  District  fcitowr 

Pepartatot  or  the  Any 

Im  Orleans  District,  Oorpe  of  kiflnanrf 

P.  0.  Box  60267 

Hew  Or  1mm  ,  U  70160 

in d-m 

it:  Draft  tavlrna— lal  I^aot  Statamnt 
Lowlalaas  State  Penitentiary  Urn 
ffMt  hlieliM  Pariah 


tear  Colonel  tea: 

Hr  staff  has  rnlwal  tea  abovw- referenced  doonaent  at  your  request, 
and  wa  ara  pleased  to  aote  tea  OQEltaaBt  to  todsrtake  to  intwi n 
cultural  raaoeroee  aairay  of  tea  proposed  lspect  aaae  Ourtaa  advnaoed 
faaalhlllty  stadias.  tfa  will  ba  htoP7  to  ravlaw  tela  nport  whan  It 

h»"n— a  aval  lab  la. 


If  wa  any  ba  of  fttrtear  assistance,  do  sot  baaltate  to  contact 
W  staff  la  tea  Division  of  Arohaeolocy  tod  Historic  Preservation. 


Hobart  B.  Dai)  Ileus 

State  Historic  Preaarvatlon  Officer 


So  rwapoeee  required. 
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same.  Borrow  pic  excavation  would  also  result  in  the  creation  of  345 
acres  of  aquatic  habitat  with  this  plan  providing  the  same  benefits  to 
wildlife  as  described  previously.  However,  the  conversion  of  345  acres 
of  open  land  to  aquatic  habitat  would  result  in  a  corresponding  loss  to 
wildlife  occupying  open  land  habitat. 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species.  The  implementation  of  this  plan 
would,  overall,  provide  beneficial  impacts  to  endangered  species  within 
the  study  area.  Impacts  resulting  from  this  plan  would  be  practically 
identical  to  those  resulting  from  plan  A.  The  same  amount  of  American 
alligator  habitat  would  be  created  with  the  implementation  of  plan  A1  as 
with  the  implementation  of  plan  A.  Habitat  values  initially  would  be 
low,  but  would  increase  with  time  as  described  for  plan  A. 


Jui(  J.  Guidry 


Colonal  lobar c  C.  Lm 
Hot  OrlaoM  District 
Corps  of  lBcliM«ra 
P.O.  Bos  (0267 
Hot  Or  1mm.  La.  70160 

IK:  LMHFD-M  La.  Stata  Penitentiary 
Larae,  Miaalaalppl  llm 

Daar  Bir: 

Ha  hare  rorlesed  tha  shore  referenced  draft  document  aod  concur  is 
tha  aasessoent  and  raco—aodatlon  to  lap! —ant  Alternatire  A-l. 

Ha  appraclata  tha  opportunity  afforded  us  to  uorfc  with  your  staff 
oa  this  project  aod  to  r arias  tba  draft  document. 


Sac ratary 


Ha  raapoosa  repaired 


JJGtNBH:clf 


SOCIAL  WELL-BEING  IMPACTS 


Plan  A1  would  have  significant  effects  on  social  well-being  in  the 
study  area  as  well  as  the  State  of  Louisiana  as  a  whole*  The  evacuation 
of  the  prisoners  would  cause  undue  hardship  to  residents  surrounding  the 
prison  as  well  as  to  residents  of  areas  to  which  the  prisoners  would  be 
transferred.  The  implementation  of  this  plan  would  serve  to  alleviate 
the  risk  of  evacuating  the  prisoners,  thereby  producing  a  favorable 
affect  on  the  social  well-being  of  the  area  as  a  whole. 

REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  IMPACTS 

The  induced  development  effected  by  plan  A1  would  be  the  utilization 
of  the  underemployed  labor  potential  that  is  located  in  the  study  area. 
Project  construction  and  maintenance  operations  would  provide  minor 
increases  in  real  income  and  income  distribution. 


EVALUATION  AND  TRADE-OFF  ANALYSIS 

Plan  A1  fulfills  the  primary  planning  objectives  of  reducing  flood 
damages  and  associated  adverse  social  impacts  for  the  penal  farm.  The 
estimated  first  cost  is  $18,274,000,  which  is  somewhat  higher  than 
plan  A.  The  benef it-to-cost  ratio  is  1.38  and  the  excess  average  annual 
benefits  over  costs  are  $574,000  which  is  only  slightly  less  than  plan  A. 

Of  all  plans  considered,  plan  A1  most  closely  meets  the  primary 
planning  and  environmental  quality  objectives  in  that  it  minimizes 
adverse  environmental  impacts  as  much  as  possible.  It  is  also 

implementable  and  acceptable  to  all  who  are  concerned. 


B-22 


Colo— 1  Robert  C.  Lm,  District  Rngln—r 
Depart— nt  of  the  Inf,  Corpt.  of  b|lnMr* 

New  Orl—  District 
Postoffice  Rem  40267 
Nov  Or  lea— .  Lovlsls—  70160 

UP:  FIS,  Louisiana  Ststs  Penitentiary 
Levee — Draft,  August  1901 

LWPO-U  No  response  required. 

Dear  Colo— 1  Lee: 

The  referenced  US  her  been  reviewed  sad  the  proposed  flood  control 
project  ehoeld  have  no  adverse  effect  on  the  ores 'a  ground  water  resources. 

Although  the  borrow  pits  mmy  cut  into  the  shallow  part  of  the  Mississippi 
slluvlal  aquifer,  the  interchange  of  —ter  Into  aad  fttm  the  river  should 
ha—  —  adverse  effect  on  —ter  quality  fron  existing  —lie  In  the  slluvlal 
aquifer.  Records  Indicate  that  all  —lie  la  this  equlfer  a—  on  the  —at 
side  of  the  ri— r,  thus  the  long  trs— 1  ti—  will  —dues  the  possibility 
of  —ter  quality  eh— gas .  During  low  flow.  It  la  possible  that  the  dis¬ 
charge  toward  and  into  the  ri— r  — y  be  increaaad.  This  will  cause  so— 
additional  low ring  of  — tsr  Is— Is,  but  only  in  the  la— diets  vicinity 
of  the  excave tioo. 

TV—,  —  hs—  no  objections  to  the  contents  of  the  CIS  and  to  the 
planned  activities. 


Very  truly  yours. 


AVT/ebo 
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IMPLEMENTATION  RESPONSIBILITIES 

COST  ALLOCATIONS 

All  costs  for  the  cone truct Ion  and  maintenance  of  plan  A1  would  be 
allocated  to  flood  control. 

COST  APPORTIONMENT 


Under  traditional  cost-sharing  policies  the  total  first  cost  of 
$18,274,000  would  be  apportioned  $17,115,000  to  the  Federal  Government 
and  $1,159,000  to  non-Federal  interests.  The  non-Federal  portion  of  the 
first  cost  would  be  the  cost  of  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and 
relocations.  All  of  the  estimated  operation  and  maintenance  costs  of 
$14,000  would  be  borne  by  the  non-Federal  interests. 


COMPARISON  OF  DETAILED  PLANS 


Comparative  information  on  the  detailed  plans  is  presented  in 
subsequent  paragraphs  along  with  the  rationale  for  designating  one  of  the 
plans  as  the  national  economic  development  plan,  one  as  the  least 
environmentally  damaging  plan  and  one  as  the  recommended  plan. 

The  two  plans  considered  in  detail  were  structural  plans.  All 
feasible  nonstructural  measures  are  already  part  of  the  without-project 
condition;  i.e. ,  the  nonstructural  plan  is  the  same  as  the  no  action 
plan.  This  plan  does  not  respond  to  the  planning  objectives. 

Both  of  the  plans  considered  in  detail  would  comply  with  the  primary 
planning  objectives  of  reducing  flood  damages  and  associated  adverse 
social  impacts.  Both  plans  are  economically  justified,  but  plan  A  is 
less  costly  and  provides  higher  average  annual  excess  benefits  over  costs 
than  plan  Al.  Plan  A1  includes  provisions  to  avoid  woodland  and  wetland 
areas  when  digging  the  borrow  pits. 
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Wildlife  Management  Institute 

Hmimmom  A«*.,N.w.,w»tii^mii,p.c  mas  •  m  /  vbaih 
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toiHMwX'a 

se&r*1* 


October  10,  lttl 


Cola— 1  Mil  ft  c.  Lm 
0.1.  ina  Carps  of 
f.0.  Ms  40*47 

9m  OrlMl,  Lewi elans  70160 


OMT  Oeloeol  Uft 


Ike  MMUfe  MM|Mt  lest it wee  he*  tee lamed  the  Draft  Mela  import  ui 
Metre— fl  Tepent  Iter— i  for  the  LeeteUe*  State  pwltentlery  Levee. 
Nlaeleeifpi  Steer.  90  are  mat  favorably  lapcsseed  with  the  attest  lea  mod 
eirileettoa  gives  flab  mi  wildlife  raocurues  ta  thie  Mb— t.  particularly 
ta  nIatlM*tf  to  the  pcmjaet  pmp ore.  l.e.  prevision  of  flood  protection  to 
a  highly  levalgpai  area  with  rather  art t teal  need  far  each  pretest lea. 


The  Xaetltete  eecee  that  the  taetatteely  select ei  plan,  A- 1,  Is  also  ieelg- 
aate<  the  least  eiiH—lly  !■■«!■»  of  the  aetlee  altanetlvms.  fee*  HI- 2 
states**.  ..the  ataer  taereaaee  la  seat  associate!  with  plea  1*1  ws«U  be  aaall 
shea  aaapdrei  to  the  eivaesa  eeiUiieewel  *  | — *-  that  mould  a eee^aay  Plaa  A." 
Ml*  4.4  sa  page  ns- 15  laitoates  that  the  prlaary  tire— tal  alwew|»  of 
plaa  4-1  is  l^aerlag  74  acres  less  ef  bottealaei  Isrhmls  mi  9  seres  lees  of 
wot  taels.  This  Is  aaMsplthel  at  aa  lacrosse  ta  project  seat  ef  $594,000  or 
sheet  21  taeesaeo  ta  pcojeet  asst  mat  neemi  lag  the  vales  of  art  sc  tag  right- of- mmy 
.  m  .  |  Oho  flferes  far  traditional  feferal  ooet- sharing  appear  to  be  ♦  $20,000  la  error 
/O.  /  lea  pp.50,  41.  aaf  no-U). 
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41th  sMO  the  test  1  to  tv  apple  sic  aosh  eeasUaratiaa  ef  (th  aai  wildlife 
reaeereas  aai  la  Is  sirs  as  ef  seeh  Osips  act  lea  aa  ether  prsjeots,  we  pesstloe 
tf  the  pup  seal  aat  tea  to  the  east  asst  effective  aai  the  relative  public  beaoflts 
el  ess  little  public  ese  is  aaie  ef  the  area.  4s  aa  alteraatlve,  the  levitate 

- ttmt  ^  cerpe  cake  the  $594,000  ebloh  It  has  scat  si  la  a  "idaor 

leer  ease  la  ssstN  aai  petehase  a  larger  acreage  of  bettealaai  harlssels  la 
aataaat  danger  ef  elaarlag  for  agrleeltare  as  aitlgstlee.  tosh  1 aai  sh«ili  be 
aijaaaat  to  aao  of  the  Misties  Loaf  si  sea  upsmsi  of  Vlldllfe  aai  Fisheries 
| Vl lilt fe  Msaageeaet  Areas  sal  twraai  ever  to  that  agaaey  for  sssaiassr. 


t  yea  Bsr  aUsalag  os  to  revise  this  1 


leepoosc  13. 1— ' These  corrections  have  been  eede. 

Response  13.2— The  least  environmentally  demeg teg  plea  mi  formulated  in 
accord  a ace  with  Sect  lev  14-2  of  the  Direct  of  Water  Resources  Policies 
and  Authorities  (VP  lUW-l,  27  Mar  4l>  ditch  reads  a«  follow: 

14-2.  Ml 1 1ft Ion.  Oseagea  to  flab  end  wildlife  reeourcee 
will  be  prevented  to  the  evtent  practicable  through  good 
planning  ead  design.  Mvesures  to  offset  une voidable  deeegev  to 
flah  end  wildlife  will  be  Included  la  projects  when  the  cost  of 
oeeaures  for  this  purpose  are  justified  by  the  eonetery  or 
non  aseatary  effect*  attributable  thereto.  Such  oeeaures  ere 
iR-blad  whenever  possible  and  ere  provided  adjacent  to  or  aa 
osar  as  practicable  to  the  tree  where  the  daeagea  occur. 

Plan  41  wee  formal*  ted  to  prevent  denagee  to  wildlife  reeourcee  through 
good  planning.  Mitigation  le  designed  to  offset  unavoidable  denagee. 
The  destruction  of  the  74  scree  of  bottomland  hardwoods  la  not 
unavoidable .  We  believe  it  la  better  to  avoid  damaging  the  74  acres  of 
bottomland  hardwoods  than  to  allow  these  scree  to  be  destroyed  and 
purchase  and  preserve  lends  elsewhere  which  way  or  eey  not  be  destroyed 
in  the  future.  The  recommended  plan  will  definitely  reeult  In  the 
preservation  of  74  acres  of  hardwoods,  while  the  Institute's  plan  will 
reeult  in  e  net  lose  of  74  acres.  because  the  Corps  will  have  direct 
responsibility  for  the  lepleeeetat ton  of  plaa  41,  we  can  insure  that 
bottomland  hardwoods  ere  preserved. 

If  the  Corps  were  to  mitigate,  Che  ettlga tioo  would  have  to  be  lo-klnd. 
The  74  ceres  of  bottomland  hardwoods  destroyed  would  be  alt  If  ted  by  the 
purchase  of  the  sees  o usher  of  scree.  The  difference  In  coete  between 
pleas  A  end  41  esaoot  be  used  as  just  If  leetloa  for  buying  additional 
acreage.  These  costa  ere  only  eat lasted  coete:  chey  will  not  be 
finalised  until  the  construction  contract  Is  awarded. 


DfOKATW  TO  W9DUH  SiNCt  mi 
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Table  B-3  summarizes  Che  first  costs,  annual  charges,  benefits  and  j 

benefit-cost  ratios  for  the  two  detailed  plans.  Detailed  estimates  of 
first  costs  are  shown  in  table  C-5.  A  summary  comparison  of  the  plans  is 
shown  in  t tv>  -•  B-4. 

RA  T ION  ALE  FOR  NATIONAL  ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT  PLAN 

Plan  A  would  provide  the  maximum  average  annual  excess  benefits  over 
costs  and  therefore,  was  designated  the  national  economic  development 
plan. 


TABLE  B-3— FIRST  COST  AND  ANNUAL  CHARGE S-DETAILED  LEVEE  PLANS 


(October  1980  price  levels; 

7  3/8  percent 

interest  rate) 

Plan  A 

Plan  A1 

($) 

($) 

First  Cost 

Lands 

Construction 

Contingencies 

Engineering  and  Design 

Supervision  and  Administration 

1,159,000 

11,985,000 

2,996,000 

899,000 

899,000 

1,159,000 

12,225,000 

3,056,000 

917,000 

917,000 

Total  First  Cost 

Present  Value  of  Investment 

17,938,000 

19,971,000 

18,274,000 

20,345,000 

Annual  Charge 

Interest  and  Amortization  1,474,000 

Operation,  Maintenance,  and  Replacement  14,000 

1,501,000 

14,000 

Total  Annual  Charges 

Total  Annual  Benefits 

Net  Benefits 

Benefit-Cost  Ratio 

1,488,000 

2,089,000 

601,000 

1.40 

1,515,000 

2,089,000 

574,000 

1.38 
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TABLE  B-A- -SUMMARY  COMPARISON  OF  ALTERNATIVE  PLANS 
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TABLE  B- 4 —SUMMARY  COMPARISON  OP  ALTERNATIVE  PLANS  (Continued) 
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RECOMMENDED  PLAN  -  BENEFITS  AND  COST 
(Interest  rate  -  7  5/8  Percent,  Oct  81  price  levels) 


First  Cost 


Recommended  Plan 
Plan  A1 
($) 


Lands 

Construction 
Contingencies 
Engineering  and  Design 
Supervision  and  Administration 
Total  First  Cost 
Present  Value  of  Investment 


1,159,000 

14,227,000 

3,574,000 

1,070,000 

1,070,000 

21,100,000 

23,575,000 


Annual  Charges 


Interest  and  Amortization 

Operation,  Maintenance,  and  Replacement 

Total  Annual  Charges 

Total  Annual  Benefits 

Net  Benefits 

Benefit-Cost  Ratio 


1,799,000 

15,000 

1,814,000 

2,298,000 

484,000 

1.27 
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APPENDIX  G 


DIVISION  OF  PLAN  RESPONSIBILITIES 


The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  present  the  division  of  plan 
responsibilities  between  Federal  and  non-Federal  interests  in  connection 
with  the  development  of  the  proposed  project  and  documentation  of  the 
intent  of  non-Federal  Interests  to  fulfill  their  responsibilities. 


FEDERAL  RESPONSIBILITIES 

Upon  congressional  authorization  and  funding,  the  United  States  will 
prepare  detailed  designs  and  plans.  Upon  receipt  of  assurances  from  non- 
Federal  interests  that  they  will  fulfill  their  responsibilities  for  the 
project,  the  United  States  will  construct  the  levees,  borrow  pits,  and 
drainage  structures  to  project  specifications. 

NON-FEDERAL  RESPONSIBILITIES 


Prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  construction  of  the  recommended 
project,  non-Federal  interests  will  agree  to  comply  with  the  following 
requirements  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1928: 

a.  Maintain  all  flood  control  works  after  the  completion,  except 
controlling  and  regulating  spillway  structures,  including  special  relief 
levees;  maintenance  normally  includes  such  matters  as  cutting  grass, 
removal  of  weeds,  local  drainage,  and  minor  repairs  of  main  river  levees. 

b.  Agree  to  accept  land  turned  over  to  them  under  provision  of 
Section  4. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

NEW  ORLEANS  DISTRICT.  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
p.  o.  sox  «oa»7 

NIW  ORIKANI.  LOUISIANA  701*0 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 

LMNPD-F  23  December  1981 


Mr.  Archie  D.  Parker 
Department  of  Corrections 
P.O.  Box  44304 
Baton  Rouge,  LA  70804 


Dear  Mr.  Parker: 

This  Is  In  reference  to  your  telephone  conversation  with  Ms.  Lynn  Devaul 
of  this  office  on  16  December  1981  concerning  the  letter  of  Intent  for 
the  Angola  levee  study.  As  she  told  you,  the  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Is  In  the  process  of  revising  its  cost-sharing  policies.  This  has 
necessitated  some  revisions  to  the  Items  of  local  cooperation  specified 
in  the  letter  of  intent.  The  letter  of  Intent  should  indicate  your 
acceptance  and  support  for  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  project  and 
your  willingness  to  financially  participate  to  some  level  at  least 
consistent  with  traditional  requirements  and  general  laws  and  policies. 

The  traditional  requirements  for  local  cooperation  are  specified  in 
Section  3  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  15  May  1928  and  are  as  follows: 

a.  Maintain  all  flood  control  works  after  their  completion,  except 
controlling  and  regulating  spillway  structures ,  Including  special  relief 
levees;  maintenance  includes  normally  such  matters  as  cutting  grass, 
removal  of  weeds,  local  drainage,  and  minor  repairs  of  main  river 
levees; 

b.  Agree  to  accept  land  turned  over  to  them  under  provision  of 
Section  4;  and 

c.  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all  rights-of-way  for 
levee  foundations  snd  :  vses . 

A  copy  of  Sections  1  through  4  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1928  is 
inclosed  for  your  lnformstion. 
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CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 


FILE  NO.  H-2-2M13 


PLATE  B-2 


LMNPD-F 

Mr.  Archie  D.  Parker 


23  December  1981 


We  would  like  to  receive  the  revised  letter  of  intent  as  soon  as 
possible  so  that  we  may  submit  the  final  report.  If  you  have  any 
questions,  please  call  Ms.  Lynn  Devaul  at  838-2506. 

Sincerely, 


1  Incl  R.  H.  SCHROEDER,  JR. 

As  stated  Acting  Chief,  Planning  Division 
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Your  enclosure  of  Section  1  through  4  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1.938  Is  appreciated.  Please  telephone  me  at  (504)  342-6647  should 
you  require  anything  additional. 

_  Sincerely, 

A.  D.  Parker 

Assistant  Secretary/Adults 

ADP:bm 

cc  Mr.  John  T.  King 

Secretary  of  Corrections 

Mr.  Mike  Martin 
Undersecretary 

Ross  Maggio,  Warden 
La.  State  Penitentiary 


Ms.  Martha  Morgan 
Attorney  for  Corrections 
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APPENDIX  C 


ENGINEERING  INVESTIGATIONS 

This  appendix  summarizes  the  results  of  engineering  Investigations 
of  alternative  plans  to  rehabilitate/ improve  the  Louisiana  State 
Penitentiary  levee  system. 

HYDROLOGY 

STAGES 

Based  on  data  from  the  Red  River  Landing  gage  the  maximum  stage  of 
record  on  the  Mississippi  River  in  the  study  area  is  60.94  feet  National 
Geodetic  Vertical  Datum  (NGVD)*  which  occurred  during  14-17  May  1927;  the 
minimum  stage  of  record,  2.89  feet  NGVD,  occurred  on  14  November  1895. 
For  the  period  1938-1979,  the  average  stage  is  26.9  feet  NGVD,  and  mean 
annual  high  water  is  46.3  feet  NGVD.  The  Mississippi  River  Commission 
(MRC)  approved  low  water  reference  plane  is  10.6  feet  NGVD.  The  MR&T 
design  stage  at  Red  River  Landing  is  64.8  feet  NGVD. 

DISCHARGE 

The  maximum  observed  discharge  for  the  Mississippi  River  at  Talbert 
Landing  (mile  306.3)  of  1,977,000  cubic  feet  per  second  (cfs)  occurred  on 
19  February  1937;  the  minimum  observed  discharge  of  85,000  cfs  occurred 
on  4  November  1939.  The  average  discharge  for  the  period  1938-1979  is 
534,000  cfs. 


I 


*A11  elevations  and  stages  in  this  report  are  in  feet  National  Geodetic 
Vertical  Datum  (previously  mean  sea  level)  unless  otherwise  noted. 


C-l 


HYDRAULICS 


The  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  mainline  levee,  which  ia  12.1  miles 
long,  begins  at  the  base  of  the  Tunica  Hills  in  the  northeast  portion  of 
the  penitentiary  property  and  connects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  main  gate 
(see  plate  1).  The  mainline  levee  generally  provides  protection  to  about 
15.3  square  miles  of  inclosed  area  from  Mississippi  River  floodwaters  to 
an  elevation  of  63  feet  NGVD.  The  adjacent  Monkey  Island  levee,  which 
ties  into  the  mainline  levee,  has  a  control  grade  of  51  feet  NGVD  and 
provides  a  degree  of  protection  to  about  1.3  square  miles.  The  adjacent 
Charity  Lake  levee,  which  also  ties  into  the  mainline  levee,  has  a 
control  grade  of  55  feet  NGVD  and  provides  a  degree  of  protection  to 
about  2.2  square  miles. 

DETAILED  LEVEE  PLANS  (ALTERNATIVES  A  AND  Al) 

The  design  flood  flowline  would  increase  as  a  result  of  changes  in 
overbank  flow  conditions  caused  by  increases  in  levee  heights  associated 
with  the  Implementation  of  plan  A  or  plan  Al.  These  stage  Increases 
could  impact  other  MR&T  study  areas.  Flowlines  for  existing  conditions 
and  for  conditions  with  these  plans  in  place  were  computed  using  the 
HEC-2  computer  program  developed  by  the  Hydrologic  Engineering  Center  in 
Davis,  California.  A  tabulation  of  these  computed  flowlines  is  provided- 
in  table  C-l .  The  results  indicate  that  neither  plan  A  or  plan  Al  will 
cause  any  significant  increases  in  the  design  flowline.  Therefore,  the 
operation  of  Old  River  control  structure  and/or  Red  River  backwater 
fuseplug  levee  will  not  be  affected.  To  be  consistent  with  other 
features  of  the  MR&T  project  in  the  area,  a  freeboard  of  4  feet  above  the 
project  design  flowline  will  be  added  for  final  levee  grade.  The 
recoamended  freeboard  will  minimise  overtopping  of  the  levee  due  to  wave 
runup,  inaccuracies  in  estimating  the  flowline,  and  temporary  loss  of 
channel  cross  section.  Four  feet  of  freeboard  is  required  due  to  the 
complex  flood  flow  diversions  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Old  River  and  the 
Morgansa  control  structures.  This  reach  of  the  river  is  subject  to  short 
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TABLE  C-l— DESIGN  FLOWLINE  ELEVATIONS.1  FOR  DETAILED  PLANS 


(IN  FEET  NGVD) 

Levee  Station  Existing  Flowline 

Plans  A  &  A1 

640+00  mainline  levee 

62.0 

62.0 

557+50  mainline  levee 
(Pumping  station) 

62.4 

62.4 

448+00  mainline  levee 

0+00  Charity  Lake  levee 

63.6 

63.7 

125+00  Charity  Lake  levee 
(Angola  Ferry  Landing) 

64.1 

64.2 

293+00  mainline  levee 

249+00  Charity  Lake  levee 

64.7 

64.9 

290+00  mainline  levee 

153+00  Monkey  Island  levee 

64.9 

65.1 

148+81  mainline  levee 

0+00  Monkey  Island  levee 

66.9 

67.0 

0+00  mainline  levee 

67.4 

67.5 

^Note,  1  foot  added  to  the  design  flowline  for  loop  effect 
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term  changes  which  may  result  in  loss  of  levee  freeboard  as  opposed  to 
other  reaches  where  the  flowline  is  sore  stable. 

INTERIOR  DRAINAGE 

Within  the  mainline  levee,  drainage  is  provided  for  a  contributory 
drainage  area  of  11,570  acres  (1,730  acres  of  runoff  is  from  Tunica 
Hills).  Drainage  is  accomplished  by  pumping  and  gravity.  Pumping  is 
provided  by  a  pumping  station  with  a  120,000  gpm  capacity  (three  40,000 
gpm  pumps)  at  35-foot  total  dynamic  head  with  two  36-lnch  diameter 
discharge  lines  which  run  over  the  levee.  Gravity  drainage  is  currently 
provided  by  two  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culverts  (72  square  feet  of 
opening) . 

Implementation  of  plan  A  or  A1  would  require  modifications  to  the 
existing  pumping  station's  discharge  lines.  The  Increased  length  of  the 
discharge  lines  would  cause  the  total  dynamic  head  to  increase  from  35.0 
to  35.3  feet.  The  Increased  head  loss  should  cause  a  decrease  in  pumping 
capacity  of  about  300  gpm  per  pump,  or  less  than  1  percent  of  the  total 
capacity. 

Extension  of  the  existing  gravity  drainage  structure  was  considered. 
It  was  ruled  out,  however,  since  the  culverts  would  no  longer  be 
structurally  sound  with  the  additional  load  imposed  by  a  higher  levee. 
It  would  be  necessary  to  replace  the  structure  The  replacement 
structure  would  consist  of  two  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  culverts  290  feet 
long  with  vertical  sluice  gates  on  the  riverside  and  stop  logs  at  either 
end  for  emergency  closures.  The  increased  head  loss  due  to  the  longer 
culverts  will  be  0.1  foot  at  a  discharge  of  500  cfs  and  less  at  lower 
flows.  This  results  in  a  2  percent  loss  in  capacity  which  is  not 
considered  significant  enough  to  require  a  larger  drainage  structure. 

The  interior  drainage  modification  features  of  plans  A  and  A1  are 
also  features  of  all  the  other  alternative  plans  investigated  (plans  B 
through  G) .  The  recommended  plan  would  not  change  existing  drainage  in 
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either  the  Monkey  Island  levee  or  Charity  Lake  levee  areas.  Features  of 
the  recommended  plan  are  shown  on  plate  4. 


PRELIMINARY  LEVEE  PLANS 

Six  alternative  structural  plans  (plans  B  through  G)  were  considered 
for  Improvement  in  addition  to  plans  A  and  Al.  Rad  one  of  these  plans 
been  recommended,  a  new  structure  would  have  been  provided  for  drainage 
of  the  Monkey  Island  levee  or  Charity  Lake  levee  areas.  The  Monkey 
Island  area  has  no  permanent  drainage  structure;  a  gap  in  the  Monkey 
Island  levee  is  opened  or  closed  as  needed  by  farm  equipment.  The 
Charity  Lake  area  is  drained  via  a  72-inch  diameter  corrugated  metal  pipe 
with  a  manually  operated  slide  gate.  Table  C-2  provides  a  tabulation  of 
the  design  flowlines  for  plans  B  through  G. 

In  addition  to  the  plans  displayed  herein,  preliminary  investiga¬ 
tions  were  made  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  improving,  rather  than 
Just  maintaining,  the  existing  interior  drainage  system.  Companion 
cost-benefit  analyses  indicated  that  such  improvements  could  not  be 
economically  Justified;  therefore,  detailed  investigations  of  such 
improvements  were  not  made. 


FOUNDATIONS  AND  MATERIALS 

GENERAL 


The  levee  system  consists  of  the  mainline  levee  (station  OM)0  to 
station  640+00),  Monkey  Island  levee  (station  OfOO  to  station  153+00), 
and  Charity  Lake  levee  (station  OfOO  to  station  249+00).  The  design 
levee  section  for  the  project  design  flood  has  a  10-foot  wide  crown  to  a 
maximum  elevation  of  71.5  feet  with  side  slopes  of  IV  on  5.5B  lands ide 
and  IV  on  4H  riverside.  The  design  levee  section  for  10-year  flood  pro¬ 
tection  differs  only  in  that  design  grades  for  the  levee  crown  would  have 
a  maximum  elevation  of  61.0  feet.  The  rehabilitation  of  the  levee  will 
include  either  riverside  or  landside  enlargement  and  control  measures  for 
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TABLE  C- 2— DESIGN  FLOWLINE  ELEVATIONS,1  FOR 
ALTERNATIVE  PLANS  NOT  RECOMMENDED 
(IN  FEET  NGVP) 


Levee  Station 

Existing 

Flowline 

Plans 

B&G 

Plans 

C&D 

Plans 

E&F 

640+00  mainline  levee 

62.0 

62.0 

62.0 

62.0 

557+50  mainline  levee 
(Pumping  Station) 

62.4 

62.4 

62.4 

62.4 

448+00  mainline  levee 

0+00  Charity  Lake  levee 

63.6 

63.7 

63.7 

63.7 

125+00  Charity  Lake  levee 
(Angola  Ferry  Landing) 

64.1 

64.2 

64.2 

64.2 

293+00  mainline  levee 
249+00  Charity  Lake  levee 

64.7 

64.9 

65.0 

64.8 

290+00  mainline  levee 
153+00  Monkey  Island  levee 

64.9 

65.1 

65.1 

65.0 

148+81  mainline  levee 

0+00  Monkey  Island  levee 

66.9 

66.9 

67.0 

66.9 

0+00  mainline  levee 

67.4 

67.5 

67.6 

67.4 

^Note,  1  foot  added  to  the  design  flovline  for  loop  effect. 
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.f. 


seepage  problems  observed  along  the  levee  system  during  the  flood  of 
1973. 

SOIL  CONDITIONS 

Six  general  type  borings  were  made  through  the  center  of  the  levees 
to  a  depth  of  60  feet.  The  borings  indicate  that  the  sediments  consist 
primarily  of  point  bar  silts  with  clays  overlying  substratum  sands.  The 
point  bar  deposits  contain  alternating  ridges  of  silt  with  some  soft  to 
medium  clay,  and  swales  of  medium  to  stiff  clay  with  some  silt  strata. 
Underlying  the  point  bar  deposits  are  fine  to  medium  grained  substratum 
sands  down  to  elevations  of  minus  100  to  minus  150  feet.  Below  these 
elevations  clays  of  the  Mlocene-Pliocene  age  are  encountered.  The 
locations  of  the  soil  borings  are  shown  on  plate  C-l.  Soil  boring  logs 
are  shown  on  plate  C-2. 


STRENGTHS  AND  STRATIFICATION 

Clay  shaar  strengths  ware  based  on  unconflnad  compression  tests  made 
on  typical  clay  samples.  Tha  shaar  strengths  of  other  clays  were  based 
on  a  comparison  of  consistencies  end  results  obtained  from  tha  samples 
that  were  tasted.  Tha  semicompacted  clay  used  for  enlargement  of  the 
levee  was  assigned  a  shear  strength  value  of  c-400  psf,  6*0*  and  a  unit 
weight  of  110  pet.  Tha  soil  properties  used  In  the  sand  and  silt  strata 
are  values  normally  used  in  stability  analyses  os  the  Mississippi  River 
levees.  The  stratification  on  the  mainline  levee  is  based  on  boring 
6nANG;  Monkey  Island  levee  on  boring  2-AKG;  and  Charity  Lake  levee  on 
boring  4 -ARC. 

Seepage  analyses  were  based  on  boring  1-ARG,  observations  made 
during  tha  1973  flood,  and  the  geological  profile  which  indicates  the 
depth  of  the  pervious  substratum. 
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STABILITY  ANALYSES 


The  Angola  levee  system  would  be  rehabilitated  by  constructing  a 
riverside  or  landslde  enlargeaent  of  the  existing  levee.  The  enlargeaent 
would  result  in  a  grade  increase  of  8.5  feet  on  the  aainline  levee,  for 
the  project  design  flood.  Slope  stability  analyses  were  run  on  the  aost 
critical  soil  conditions  for  a  riverside  or  landside  enlargeaent  of  the 
existing  levee  to  the  aaxiaua  elevation  and  design  section.  The  analyses 
Indicate  that  the  upgraded  levee  would  aeet  the  design  factor  of  safety 
of  1.30;  see  plates  C-3  and  C-4. 

UNDERSEEPAGE  ANALYSES 

During  the  1973  flood,  the  performance  of  the  existing  Angola  levee 
system  was  monitored  by  the  Louisiana  Departaent  of  Transportation  and 
Development,  Office  of  Public  Works.  In  a  memorandum  summarizing  their 
activities  at  the  Angola  levees  between  24  January  and  3  June  1973,  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  reported  serious  seepage  occurring  throughout 
the  levee  system.  Numerous  sand  bolls  developed  and  were  sandbagged  in 
the  Camp  F  area  (see  plate  C-l).  Heavy  seepage  vas  reported  in  the 
mainline  levee  between  station  0+00  and  station  290+00.  Within  this 
area,  the  Nonkey  Island  outer  levee  was  overtopped  on  30  March  1973. 
Little  seepage  was  noted  between  stations  290+00  and  448+00.  In  this 
area,  the  Charity  Lake  outer  levee  withstood  the  1973  floodwaters,  thus 
preventing  the  floodwaters  from  affecting  the  aainline  levee.  The 
mainline  levee  lies  on  a  point  bar  deposit  and  can  be  susceptible  to 
seepage.  Numerous  sand  boils  and  serious  seepage  were  reported  in  the 
area  between  the  Charity  Lake  levee  and  the  aainline  levee.  Seepage  from 
station  470+00  to  station  540+00  that  occurred  during  the  1973  flood  was 
later  reported  to  08  Aruy  Corps  of  Engineers  personnel  during  a  field 
trip  to  Angola  in  September  1976.  Seepage  problems  that  were  observed 
during  the  1973  flood  are  summarised  in  table  0-3. 

The  two  methods  considered  for  controlling  uaderseepage  at  the 
Angola  levee  system  are  relief  walls  and  landside  seepage  berms  (see 
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TABLE  C-3 — SEEPAGE  OBSERVATIONS  DURING  THE  1973  FLOOD 
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plate  C-5).  Seepage  analyses  based  on  the  general  type  borings  and 
DIVR  1110-1-400,  dated  30  November  1976,  Indicate  that  a  seepage  berm  Is 
not  required  (see  DIVR  1110-1-400,  appendix  A).  However,  as  stated  in 
DIVR  1110-1-400,  a  standard  seepage  berm  should  be  constructed  in  areas 
where  seepage  was  observed.  Relief  well  calculations  are  based  on 
Technical  Memorandum,  No.  3-424,  Volume  1.  If  relief  wells  are  used  to 
control  seepage  in  lieu  of  seepage  berms,  they  should  be  placed  at  a 
spacing  of  200  feet  down  to  elevation  minus  61  feet  for  a  50  percent 
penetration  of  the  pervious  substratum.  Only  seepage  berms  were  used  in 
the  analysis  of  solving  the  seepage  problem  for  the  10-year,  design  levee 
section. 


METHODS  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

The  levee  should  be  enlarged  by  semicompacted  fill  methods.  The 
levee  will  be  constructed  to  a  gross  grade  of  1  foot  above  the  design 
grade  to  compensate  for  anticipated  settlement.  Borings  will  be  required 
to  select  borrow  pits  that  will  provide  suitable  sources  of  material. 
The  borrow  pits  will  be  positioned  in  such  a  manner  as  to  avoid 
aggravating  underseepage  problems.  Lsndside  seepage  berms  should  be 
constructed  of  suitable  material  by  uncompacted  fill  methods. 

Measures  to  control  underseepage  of  the  levees  should  be  constructed 
on  the  mainline  levee  from  station  0+00  to  station  293+00  and  from 
station  470+00  to  station  540+00.  It  was  decided  to  use  seepage  berms 
because  relief  wells  would  increase  the  amount  of  underseepage  entering 
the  protected  area,  thus  requiring  more  water  to  be  handled  by  the 
interior  drainage  system  and  pumping  station.  They  would  also  require 
more  maintenance  and  testing  which  would  Increase  necessary  maintenance 
cost,  whereas  seepage  berms  are  generally  much  less  costly  to  construct 
and  maintain  than  relief  wells. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  ADDITIONAL 
STUDIES 


It  is  suggested  that  the  changes  in  project  design  flowline  are 
minor  enough  to  retain  the  existing  flowline  shown  in  table  C-l  and 
presented  in  the  "Refined  1973  MR&T  Project  Flood  Flowline"  (New  Orleans 
District),  June  19  78.  The  mean  velocities  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  levee  obtained  from  HEC-2  backwater  runs 
varied  from  8  to  11  feet  per  second.  These  velocities  are  slightly 
higher  than  mean  velocities  attained  in  large  rivers  under  flood 
stages.  This  can  be  attributed  to  transverse  or  secondary  currents  in 
the  bend  of  the  river.  As  the  velocity  distribution  in  open  channels  is 
extremely  complex,  the  dynamic  effects  associated  with  these  transverse 
currents  may  cause  a  small  Increase  in  bank  scour  within  and  downstream 
of  the  bend  (i.e.,  the  Carr  Point  Revetment).  The  slight  increase  in 
velocities  attained,  and  their  Immediate  effect,  does  not  warrant  any 
action  in  this  feasibility  report.  However,  before  preparation  of  the 
general  design  memorandum,  the  selected  plan  will  be  checked  on  the 
Mississippi  Basin  Model  at  Clinton,  Mississippi,  using  the  approved 
project  flood  hydrograph  to  determine  the  effects  of  constricting  the 
flood  plain. 

No  seepage  was  reported  on  the  mainline  levee  from  station  293+00  to 
station  448+00  during  the  1973  flood  because  the  outer  Charity  Lake  levee 
withstood  the  floodwaters.  Since  this  area  lies  on  a  point  bar  deposit, 
additional  borings  may  be  needed  to  determine  if  a  high  head  on  the  levee 
will  create  seepage  problems. 

The  location  and  depth  of  borrow  pits,  levee  design,  and  seepage 
berm  requirements  are  preliminary.  Additional  borings  which  will  be 
taken  during  the  design  memorandum  studies  will  be  used  to  refine  these 
designs.  Possible  effects  on  the  drainage  patterns  in  the  northeastern 
part  of  the  study  area  will  be  investigated  in  the  design  plans. 
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DETAILED  COST  ESTIMATES 


Detailed  cost  estimates  for  each  of  the  preliminary  plane  are  shown 
in  table  C-4.  The  first  cost  estimates  for  the  two  detailed  plans  are 
shown  in  table  C-5.  Table  C-6  is  an  updated  cost  estimate  (1981  price 
levels)  for  tbe  recommended  plan,  plan  A1 . 
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18,274,000 


TABLE  C-6 — RECOMMENDED  PLAN  FIRST  COST 
(October  1981  price  levels) 


Unit 

Plan 

A1 

Item 

Unit 

Price 

Quantity 

Amount 

($) 

($> 

Clearing  and  Grubbing 

Acre 

1,200 

835 

1,002,000 

Embankment  (Semi  Comp) 

Normal  Hauling  Distances 

C.Y. 

2.60 

2,313,400 

6,015,000 

Longer  Hauling  Distances 

C.Y. 

2.80 

9  58,000 

2,778,000 

Berms  (Uncomp) 

C.Y. 

1.50 

780,000 

1,170,000 

Surfacing  (sand,  clay,  and 
gravel) 

C.Y. 

17.50 

18,000 

315,000 

Fertilizing  and  Seeding 

Acre 

500 

433 

217,000 

Drainage  Structures 

2,660,000 

Environmental  Protection 
(0.5  percent) 

L.$. 

70,000 

70,000 

Subtotal 

14,227,000 

Contingencies  (25X1) 

3,574,000 

Subtotal 

17,801,000 

E&D  (6X±) 

1,070,000 

SAA  (6X±) 

1,070,000 

Rights-of-way 

1,159,000 

TOTAL 

21,100,000 

C-15 


elevations  in  feet  nqvo 


V 


3 


ELEVATIONS  IN  FEET  NGVD 


FRICTION 


(ENTER  OF 

STRNTUH 

BOTTOM  OF  STRATUM 

MOLE 

VERT.  1 

VERT,  X 

VERT.  1 

VERT.  X 

0E0REE8 

m 

400.0 

400.0 

400.0 

SHI 

zoo.o 

zoo.o 

zoo.o 

zo.o 

700.0 

700-0 

700.0 

EQH 

1060.0 

1060.0 

1060.0 

1060.0 

0.0 

33^ni 

zoo.o 

zoo.o 

zoo.o 

1060.0 

1060.0 

1060.0 

0.0 

200.0 

zoo.o 

zo.o 

HSU 

1060.0 

1060.0 

1050.0 

0.0 

1050.0 

1060.0 

1060.0 

1060.0 

IEOH 

zoo.o 

zoo.o 

zoo.o 

ZOO.O 

zo.o 

i  A60UHED 

RES I ST I NO  F0RCE8 

OR I VINO 

SUMMATION  ) 

FAILURE 

SURFACE 

F0RCE8 

OF  FORCES  ! 

NO.  ELEV. 

Rr 

R| 

■1 

mm 

RESIST!  NB 

®  <D 

40.00 

37741 

80300 

1 3824 

60858 

1681 

131884 

149376 

®  ® 

40.00 

37741 

67750 

1 11484 

50868 

8318 

108975 

1 42840 

®  ®l 

40.00 

37741 

38760 

1 18381 

60868 

16471 

90862 

1 36485 

®  ©1 

32.00 

64186 

88187 

| 10820 

78382 

2032 

164192 

1 77380 

®  ®l 

32.00 

64166 

87882 

[ 14382 

79382 

8109 

158210 

1 73293 

©  © 

8.00 

124008 

110250 

61072 

210007 

46272 

296330 

1 164736 

©  © 

8.00 

124008 

88260 

73588 

210007 

66491 

1288828 

1 164616 

FACTOR 

OF 

SAFETY 


220  240 


60  280  300  320  340  360  380  400 


RIVERSIDE  ENLARGEMENT 


“i - r~ 

RIVERSIDE 


SUMMATION 
.  OF  FORCES 

FACTOR 

OF 

NOTES 

P 

nrm» 

m» 

SAFETY 

O—  STRATUM  NUMBER 

11964 

16976 

49376 

42640 

2.678 

2.609 

O  ~  MEUSE  NUMBER 

jf  —  CROSSOVER  POINT 

*  —  ANGLE  OF  INTERNAL  FRICTION.  DECREES 

1662 

36466 

2.680 

C  ~  UNIT  C0HC8I0N.  P.8.F. 

S.  —  STATIC  HATER  SURFACE 

14192 

77360 

2.122 

D  —  HORIIONTAL  DAI VINO  FORCE  IN  POUNDS 

18210 

73263 

2.132 

R  —  HORIZONTAL  RE8I8TINA  FORCE  IN  POUNOS 

A  —  AS  A  SUBSCRIPT .REFERS  TO  ACTIVE  HEOOE 

16330 

164736 

1.796 

S  --  AO  A  SUBSCRIPT  REFERS  TO  CENTRAL  SLOCM 

P  —  AO  A  SUBSCRIPT  REFERS  TO  PASSIVE  HEOOE 

M2* 

» 

164616 

1.8EB 

R«*  *,♦  Rf 

FACTOR  OF  OAFETY  a  -~i.  _  „ - 

LOUISIANA  STATE  PENITENTIARY 
HIS6I68IPP1  RIVER 

MAINLINE  LEVEE,  RS 

LEVEE  STABILITY  ANALYSIS 

U.l.  MKT  UUMUR  DISTRICT  MM  ORLEANS 

cam  r  nwirai 


FILE  NO.  H-2-29413 


PLATE  C-3 


3! 


281 


2 


21 


2 


-20 


QENERRL  NOTES 

CLASSIFICATION  STRATIFICATION 
SHEAR  8TREN0TH8  ANO  UNIT  HEIGHTS  OF 
THE  SOIL  HERE  BASED  ON  THE  RE8ULT8  OF 
BORING  6-ANG. 


SOIL 

C  - 

UNIT  COHESION  -  P.8 

CENTER  OF 

8TRATUH 

BOTTSH  OF 

mM 

TYPE 

VERT.  1 

VERT,  f 

VERT.  I 

VERT.  Z 

VERT.  1 

CH 

110.0 

110.0 

400.0 

400.0 

400.0 

W&M 

HL 

117.0 

117.0 

200.0 

200.0 

m 

W& M 

CM 

112.0 

112.0 

700.0 

700.0 

700.0 

<J> 

CH 

112.0 

112.0 

1050.0 

1050.0 

1050.0 

ML 

117.0 

117.0 

200.0 

200.0 

200.0 

.  <g>. 

CH 

112.0 

112.0 

1050.0 

1050.0 

1050.0 

HL 

117.0 

117.0 

200.0 

200.0 

200.0 

-  <g> 

CH 

112.0 

112.0 

1050.0 

1050.0 

1050.0 

CH 

so.o 

50.0 

1050.0 

1050.0 

1050.0 

WiTm 

HL 

55.0 

55.0 

200.0 

200.0 

200.0 

<*)  (CM) 


®  (MO 


(D  © 


© 


Et 

ION  -  P-8.F. 

friction 

ANGLE 

0E0REE8 

BOTTOM  OF  STRATUM 

VERT.  1 

VERT,  t 

400.0 

400.0 

0.0 

200.0 

200.0 

20.0 

700.0 

700.0 

0.0 

1060.0 

1060.0 

0.0 

200.0 

200.0 

20.0 

1060.0 

1060.0 

0.0 

200.0 

200.0 

20.0 

1060.0 

1060.0 

0.0 

► 

1060.0 

1060.0 

0.0 

200.0 

200.0 

20.0 

STA.  503  ♦  00  MAINLINE  LEVEE 


ASSUMED 

FAILURE  SURFACE 

RESISTING  FORCES 

DRIVING 

FORCES 

SUMMATION 

OF  FORCES 

FACTOR 

OF 

SAFETY 

Rr 

R. 

Rp 

Or 

-Dp 

RC0J8T1NR 

0RIVJM8 

NO 

• 

ELEV. 

® 

40.00 

40473 

91788 

88 

61721 

0 

132310 

61721 

2.668 

® 

© 

40.00 

40473 

74007 

8400 

61721 

1117 

122880 

50804 

2.423 

® 

® 

40.00 

40473 

83893 

15846 

61721 

4468 

120212 

47266 

2.644 

® 

© 

32.00 

66610 

164024 

89 

80484 

0 

210823 

80484 

2.817 

® 

© 

32.00 

68610 

78629 

23433 

80484 

10839 

168472 

89846 

2.240 

® 

© 

32.00 

68610 

67748 

32641 

80484 

18643 

148797 

81941 

2.370 

© 

© 

8.00 

124311 

94600 

87383 

211671 

88710 

308193 

144881 

2.114 

© 

© 

8.00 

124311 

73600 

95185 

211571 

73387 

292976 

138183 

2.120 

O—  8TRF 
O”  HEDC 
jf  —  CRt 
4  —  RNU 
C  —  UN  1 1 
JL—  BTAT 
D  —  H0R1 
R  —  H0R1 
R  —  R8  f 
8  —  R8  P 
P  —  R8  F 

FACTOR  OF 


»•  — » -yt ■  -wfc.  *r  ».i V-- viltjuy o!*— » *  '*,J.‘.5i£&Cl'f\j»'.il i: . .  1...  i. 


160 

i 


180 

~r“ 


200 

~1 


220 

~I 


240 

I 


260 

~1~ 


280 

“1 


300 

~T~ 


320 

“I 


340 


360 


380 

~r~ 


400 


RIVERSIDE 


LANDSIDE  ENLARGEMENT 


UMMRTION 

F  FORCES 

FACTOR 

OF 

SAFETY 

TINS 

DRIVING 

110 

61721 

2.668 

ISO 

60804 

2.428 

112 

47266 

2.644 

123 

80484 

2.817 

172 

89846 

2.240 

797 

81941 

2.370 

193 

144881 

2.114 

V 

138183 

2.120 

— 1 80 


60 


40 


20 


o 

> 

& 


•20 


NOTES 

O—  8TRATUH  NUMBER 
O"  REDOE  NUMBER 
jf  —  CROSSOVER  POINT 
4  —  RNQLE  OF  INTERNAL  FRICTION.  DE0REE8 
C  —  UNIT  COHESION .  P.8.F. 

S.—  STATIC  NATER  SURFACE 
D  —  HORIZONTAL  DR1VINO  FORCE  IN  FOUNDS 
R  —  HORIZONTAL  RE8ISTINO  FORCE  IN  POUNDS 
A  —  AS  A  SUBSCRIPT. REFERS  TO  ACTIVE  MEOOE 
8  —  AS  A  SUBSCRIPT  REFERS  TO  CENTRAL  BLOCK 
P  —  08  A  SUBSCRIPT  REFERS  TO  PASSIVE  HEDGE 

R.+  Rat  Rr 

FACTOR  OF  SAFETY  s  -  --  *-= - 


LOUISIANA  STATE  PENITENTIARY 

HI88I88IPPI  RIVER 

MAINLINE  LEVEE,  LS 
LEVEE  STABILITY  ANALYSIS 


U.S.  (RHY  CNOINCER  DISTRICT 
CORPS  OF  ENSINCEM 


FILE  NO.  H-2-29413 


i 


i 


i 


PLATE  C-4 


3 


mmmm 

,  > '  t'-m- 


♦ 

/  •- 

r 

f 

*  *  '  "  <*Nn»  -  ■ 

• .  > 

Jt\ 

0  - 

..  •  ■ 

,i 

4'  ,•:  ■*  '• 

•  *\%\*?  ,  V  •  •  i:/ 

.•  -  j; 

niJ-AUB  747 
INCLAESIF IED 


LOUISIANA  STATE  PENITENT  I  ART  LEVEE  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER 
MAIN  REPORT  AND  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
AND  APPENDIXESIU1  ARMT  ENGINEER  OISTRICT  NEW  ORLEANS  LA 
JAN  82  f/0  ,3/2 


NL 


MICROCOPY  RESOLUTION  TEST  CHART 

NATIONAL  BUREAU  Of  STAN0AR0S-'»63-A 


f 


( 


SECTION  I 


Biological  Assessment  of 
Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 


BIOLOGICAL  ASSESSMENT  OF  THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED  SPECIES 


LOUISIANA  STATE  PENITENTIARY  LEVEE,  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER 


PURPOSE 


This  assessment  is  submitted  by  the  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  New 
Orleans  District,  in  compliance  with  Section  7c  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Amendments  of  1978.  In  a  letter  dated  4  January  1980,  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  requested  information  from  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
regarding  threatened  or  endangered  species  within  the  Louisiana  State 
Penitentiary  Levee  study  area,  located  at  Angola,  Louisiana.  The  US  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  responded  that  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker  [Picoides 
(Dendrocopos)  borealis]  and  the  American  alligator  (Alligator  mississippiensis) 
may  be  present  within  this  area. 

PROJECT  SETTING 


The  study  area  is  located  on  the  left  descending  bank  of  the  Mississippi 
River  in  West  Feliciana  Parish  about  50  miles  northwest  of  Baton  Rouge. 

The  study  area  totals  approximately  19,430  acres.  Within  this  area  the 
mainline  levee  with  a  crown  elevation  of  63  feet  National  Geodetic  Vertical 
Datum  (NGVD)1  provides  flood  protection  for  about  9,866  acres  of  the 
Angola  state  penal  facilities.  The  area  is  relatively  flat,  lying  in  the 
Mississippi  Alluvial  Plain,  and  ground  elevations  vary  from  40  to  55  feet 
NGVD.  Approximately  1,400  acres  of  woodlands  remain  in  the  project  area 
with  the  remainder  being  primarily  cropland.  There  are  approximately  740 
acres  of  borrow  pits,  oxbows  and  natural  lakes  in  the  area. 

RECOMMENDED  PLAN 


Studies  were  initiated  to  provide  flood  protection  to  the  penal 
facilities  and  residents.  This  resulted  in  the  formulation  and  analysis 

*A11  elevations  and  stages  in  this  report  are  in  feet  National  Geodetic 
Vertical  Datum  (previously  mean  sea  level)  unless  otherwise  noted. 


of  seven  structural  plans  as  well  as  plans  for  evacuation  and  relocation. 

The  evacuation  and  relocation  plans  are  very  unlikely  to  be  recommended 

due  to  strong  public  opposition.  The  mainline  levee  plan  is  the  least 

environmentally  damaging  plan  of  the  structural  plans  considered.  The 

plan  described  as  the  "most  likely  candidate"  for  recommendation  consists 

of  raising  and  strengthening  the  mainline  levee  to  a  height  of  71.5  feet. 

Included  in  the  plan  is  the  replacement  of  an  existing  pair  of  6-  by  6- 

foot  culverts  through  the  levee  with  two  new  6-  by  6-foot  concrete  cul- 
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verts  with  sliding  vertical  sluice  gates.  The  material  to  be  used  for 
increasing  the  height  of  the  levee  will  be  excavated  from  a  borrow  area  to 
be  located  on  the  river  side  and  parallel  to  the  existing  levee.  The 
borrow  area  is  planned  to  be  no  closer  than  650  feet  from  the  centerline 
of  the  existing  levee.  Dimensions  of  the  borrow  area  would  typically  be 
10  feet  deep  and  285  feet  wide.  The  actual  dimensions  of  the  borrow  area 
may  vary  in  some  locations  in  order  to  avoid  forested  areas  and  wetlands . 
Sides  of  the  borrow  pit  would  be  graded  to  1  on  3  slopes  typically 
however,  some  segments  may  be  graded  down  to  1  on  6,  or  slopes  between, 
for  environmental  enhancement. 

CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 


A  comprehensive  survey  of  the  study  area  revealed  that  the  red- 
cockaded  woodpecker  [Picoides  (Dendrocopos)  borealis]  is  not  present; 
however,  the  American  alligator  (Alligator  mississippiensis)  is  present  in 
the  Immediate  study  area.  The  Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and 
Fisheries  reports  that  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker  is  found  in  West 
Feliciana  Parish  but  not  in  the  study  area  and  attributes  this  to  the  lack 
of  suitable  habitat.  That  agency  reports  that  the  American  alligator  is 
definitely  present  in  Sugar  Lake  and  probably  in  other  lakes  within  the 
project  area.  West  Feliciana  Parish,  according  to  Louisiana  studies,  is 
estimated  to  have  a  population  of  approximately  38  alligators  per  square 
mile  of  alligator  habitat. 
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Type  of  culverts  in  this  plan  revised  approximately  1  Sep  80  from  type 
originally  indicated  in  assessment. 


Studies  indicate  that  the  project  as  proposed  will  not  impact  the 
red-cockaded  woodpecker  due  to  the  complete  absence  of  suitable  habitat. 

The  American  alligator  will  be  impacted  beneficially  by  the  project  as 
proposed  due  to  the  creation  of  approximately  345  acres  of  aquatic  habitat. 

Studies  indicate  that  the  project  as  proposed  will  have  no  cumulative 
effects  upon  the  red-cockaded  woodpecker.  The  cumulative  effects  of  the 
proposed  project  upon  the  American  alligator  would  be  beneficial.  The 
deepwater  habitat  created  as  a  result  of  borrow  excavation  would  be  used 
by  alligators  during  courtship  and  breeding.  The  filling  of  the  existing 
borrow  pit  in  some  areas  as  required  by  planned  levee  construction  would 
deprive  alligators  of  specific  existing  available  habitat.  The  habitat  to 
be  created,  however,  would  be  much  more  extensive  than  the  existing  habitat 
and  would  furnish  increased  provisions  for  the  alligator's  life  require¬ 
ments  .  The  replacement  drainage  structures  through  the  levees  are  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  hydraulically  equivalent  to  the  existing  structures;  there¬ 
fore,  no  impact  should  occur  to  existing  interior  wetland  habitat. 

STUDY  METHODS  AND  DIFFICULTIES 

The  study  methods  used  in  this  report  were  literature  review,  personal 
communication  with  experts  in  the  field,  "on  the  ground"  reconnaissance  of 
the  study  area,  and  correspondence  with  officials  of  the  Louisiana 
Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries. 

No  difficulties  were  encountered  during  the  study  process  and  data 
were  obtained  with  a  reasonable  amount  of  effort  to  prepare  the  assessment. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In  conclusion,  it  is  determined  that  the  implementation  of  the  project 
as  proposed  will  have  no  adverse  effects  upon  any  listed  species  or  their 
critical  habitat. 


ID  is- 


Joseph  V.  Colson  department  of  w.ldufe  and  f, sher.es  David  Treen 
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NEW  ORLEANS  70130 


May  12,  1980 


Mr.  Jams  F.  Roy,  Chief 
Planning  Division 
Mow  Orleans  District 
Corps  of  Fnginoors 
P.O.  Pox  60267 
Mow  Orleans,  la.  70^160 

RE:  MIM'D  RE  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary 

Levee,  Mississippi  River  --  Endangered 
Species. 


Dear  Sir: 


Although  I  lie  red -coekaded  woodpecker  (Pieoides  (Dcnd^rocopos)  borealis)  is  listed 
as  occurring  in  Vest  Feliciana  Parish,  Louisiana  we  have  no  evidence, nor  any  reason 
to  believe  that  the  bird  is  found  on  the  penitentiary  property  because  of  the 
absence  of  suitable  habitat  there. 

The  A  vriean  alligator  (Alligator  missi ssipj ensis)  is  a  resident  of  Sugar  Lake 
and  during  high  water  local  residents  report  that  many  are  sighted  in  the  area. 

Most  of  those  are  probably  transient  from  other  areas  along  and  on  both  y.ides  of 
the  river.  L’e  could  not  ascertain  if  alligators  are  resident  in  Charity  Lake  as 
we  understand  that  it  occasionally  dries  up.  However,  the  habitat  is  there  and 
the  probability  is  that  the  animals  do  occur  there. 

Thank  you  for  requesting  our  assistance  in  this  matter. 

Sincerely, 

t 

Joseph  V.  Colson 

Secretary 
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SECTION  II 

US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  Report 
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Figure  I.  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary,  West  Feliciana  Parish,  Vicinity  Mop 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

300  EAST  PASCAGOULA  STREET.  SUITE  300 
JACKSON.  MISSISSIPPI  39201 

December  14,  1981 


District  Engineer 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.O.  Box  60267 

New  Orleans,  Louisiana  70160 
Dear  Sir: 


18  DEC  f8? 


Reference  is  made  to  the  study  "Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  Levee, 
Mississippi  River",  being  conducted  under  the  leadership  of  the  New 
Orleans  District  Corps  of  Engineers  (NODCE).  The  study  was  authorized 
by  a  resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  oT  the  United  States 
Senate  on  September  5,  1973,  which  requested  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
(Department  of  the  Army)  determine  the  advisability  of  Incorporating  the 
existing  local  levee  at  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  into  the  Federal 
mainline  levee  system.  According  to  members  of  your  staff,  you  plan  to 
recommend  raising  and  strengthening  the  mainline  levee  in  the  project  area 
as  part  of  the  Federal  mainline  levee  system.  This  letter  represents 
the  final  report  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  the  proposed  project, 
and  Is  submitted  In  accordance  with  provisions  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Coordination  Act  (48  Stat.  401,  as  amended;  16  U.S.C.  661  et  seq.J. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  AREA 

The  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  (LSP)  at  Angola  encompasses  approxi¬ 
mately  19,400  acres  on  the  left  descending  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River 
in  West  Feliciana  Parish,  Louisiana.  The  penal  farm  Is  bounded  by  the 
Mississippi  River  to  the  south  and  the  west,  and  the  Loulslana-Misslsslppi 
state  line  to  the  north;  the  eastern  boundary  runs  through  the  Tunica 
Hills  (Figure  1). 

The  LSP  can  be  divided  Into  two  distinct  geographic  regions:  the 
Mississippi  River  Alluvial  Plain  and  the  Tunica  Hills.  The  latter 
region  Is  a  distinct  physiographic  province  known  as  the  "loess  hills" 
(Delcourt  and  Delcourt,  1974). 

Considerable  land  use  changes  have  occurred  within  the  study  area.  A 
study  (delcourt  and  Delcourt,  1974),  utilizing  an  early  American  Land 
office  survey  as  a  basis,  Indicated  that  the  Mississippi  River  Alluvial 
Plain  In  the  project  area  once  consisted  of  baldcypress-tupelogum  swamp. 
Through  levee  construction  and  natural  alluviation,  approximately 
9,900  acres  of  the  alluvial  plain  within  the  project  area  have  been 


protected  from  river  overflow.  An  additional  2,280  acres  in  the 
Charity  Lake  and  Monkey  Island  areas  are  also  protected  by  levees  but 
do  receive  occasional  flood  waters. 

Approximately  9,900  acres  of  the  penal  farm  are  encircled  by  12.1  miles 
of  mainline  levee  (ML).  This  levee,  at  a  height  of  64  feet  National 
Geodetic  Vertical  Datum  (NGVD),  provides  the  only  significant  flood 
protection  for  the  prison.  Drainage  channels  and  Lake  Killarney  lo¬ 
cated  within  the  ML  collect  excess  water,  which  is  discharged  into 
Sugar  Lake  outside  the  ML  via  culverts  and  an  adjacent  pumping  station. 

Sugar  Lake  is  linked  to  the  Mississippi  River  by  Sugar  Lake  Bayou. 

Two  secondary  levees  adjoin  the  ML.  The  Monkey  Island  Levee  (MIL), 
at  a  net  grade  of  51  feet  NGVD,  provides  some  flood  protection  to 
860  acres  of  cropland.  Drainage  is  accomplished  by  portable  pumps 
or  removal  of  a  portion  of  the  levee  at  its  lower  end.  The  Charity 
Lake  Levee  (CLL) ,  at  an  elevation  of  55  feet  NGVD,  provides  protection 
to  1,420  acres  of  land  (primarily  pasture).  This  area  is  drained  by  a 
gated  culvert  that  remains  open  at  river  stages  below  36  feet  NGVD. 

The  area  has  no  drainage  when  river  stages  exceed  36  feet  NGVD. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

According  to  information  contained  in  the  Draft  Main  Report  the  plan 
tentatively  selected  for  recomnendation  to  your  higher  authority  is  Plan 
A1 .  This  plan  consists  of  raising  and  strengthening  the  ML  to  a  maximum 
height  71.5  feet  National  Geodetic  Vertical  Datum  (NGVD).  This  would  be 
accomplished  by  levee  enlargement  on  the  riverside  or  landside  of  the  existing 
levee,  with  seepage  berms  to  be  provided  where  seepage  has  been  observed.  The 
levee  would  have  a  10-foot  crown  width  with  side  slopes  of  1  vertical  on  5.5 
horizontal  on  the  landside  and  1  vertical  on  4  horizontal  on  the  riverside. 
This  would  provide  protection  from  the  standard  project  flood  with  4  feet  of 
freeboard.  The  existing  pair  of  concrete  culverts  (6  feet  by  6  feet) 
located  in  the  ML  would  be  replaced  with  two  new  6-by  6-foot  concrete 
culverts  with  vertical  sluice  gates.  Modifications  will  be  required 
in  two  36-inch  diameter  pipes  which  transport  water  from  the  pumping 
station  near  Sugar  Lake  and  over  the  ML,  so  that  these  pipes  will  pass 
over  the  top  of  the  new  levee. 

The  recommended  plan  includes  measures  to  reduce  adverse  environmental  im¬ 
pacts.  Levee  enlargement  will  be  accomplished  on  the  landside  of  the  ML 
where  existing  borrow  pits  adjoin  the  riverside  of  the  levee.  Fill 
material  will  be  obtained  from  new  borrow  pits  parallel  to  and  along 
the  riverside  of  the  levee.  Extra  care  will  be  taken  to  avoid  bottom¬ 
land  hardwoods  and  wetlands  along  Charity  and  Sugar  Lakes  when  excavating 
the  new  borrow  pits.  The  ML  will  also  be  constructed  so  that  wetlands 
and  existing  borrow  pits  hydrological ly  connected  to  Charity  or  Sugar 
Lakes  will  not  be  affected  by  fill  placement. 
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FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  RESOURCES  WITHOUT  THE  PROJECT 


Description  of  Habitat 

The  LSP  penal  farm  has  several  wildlife  habitat  types  present.  Mixed 
hardwoods  are  found  in  the  ravines  and  river  lowlands  of  the  Tunica  Hills 
(Delcourt  and  Delcourt,  1974).  Habitat  types  found  in  the  Mississippi 
River  floodplain  include  bottomland  hardwoods  (Palustrine  forested  wetlands; 
Cowardin  et  al.,  1979),  pastures,  cropland,  large  open  water  areas  such  as 
Sugar  and  Killarney  Lakes  (Lacustrine  limnetic,  Lacustrine  littoral;  Cowardin 
et  al.,  1979),  and  smaller  open  water  areas  such  as  Charity  Lake,  small 
ponds,  and  borrow  pits  (Palustrine  open  water).  The  mixed  hardwoods  of  the 
Tunica  Hills  are  vegetated  with  Carolina  beech,  white  ash,  southern  magnolia, 
white  oak  and  Shumard  oak.  The  herbaceous  understory  consists  primarily 
of  phlox,  may  apple,  Christmas  fern,  and  bellwort  (Allen  et  al . ,  1975). 

The  bottomland  hardwoods  are  mainly  located  outside  the  ML.  Dverstory 
vegetation  includes  hackberry,  eastern  cottonwood,  box  elder,  green  ash, 
bitter  pecan,  honeylocust,  waterlocust,  baldcypress,  and  water  oak. 

Typical  understory  plants  include  swamp  privet,  greenbriars,  rattan  vine, 
hawthorne,  butterweed,  and  Cyperus  spp. 

Agricultural  land  (pasture  and  cropland)  comprises  the  most  extensive 
habitat  type  in  the  LSP.  Principal  crops  include  soybeans,  cotton, 
sorghum,  corn,  and  various  truck  crops.  Cattle  graze  on  the  pasturelands. 

The  largest  open  water  area  is  the  430-acre  Lake  Killarney,  located  within 
the  ML.  Other  open  waters  include  Sugar  and  Charity  Lakes,  borrow  pits, 
and  small  ponds.  Aquatic  vegetation  such  as  floating  water  primrose  and 
duckweed  are  coninon  in  these  waters.  Swamp  privet  is  commonly  found  in 
association  with  the  borrow  areas. 

Fishery  Resources 

The  fishery  resources  of  the  study  area  are  limited  to  Lake  Killarney, 

Sugar  Lake,  Charity  Lake,  and  several  borrow  pits  and  small  ponds.  Fishes 
expected  to  occur  in  the  430-acre  Lake  Killarney  include  largemouth  bass, 
black  crappie,  white  crappie,  warmouth,  bluegill,  channel  catfish,  yellow 
bullhead,  bowfin,  spotted  gar,  carp,  gizzard  shad,  pirate  perch,  mosquito- 
fish,  and  several  minnow  species.  Sport  fishing  is  allowed,  with  employees 
of  the  LSP  being  the  major  participants. 

Sugar  Lake  comprises  approximately  100  acres,  and  is  connected  to  the 
Mississippi  River  via  Sugar  Lake  Bayou.  During  high  water  periods  this 
area  provides  feeding,  spawning,  and  nursery  habitat  to  numerous  species 
of  fish  common  to  the  Mississippi  River.  Species  known  to  commonly 
occur  in  the  river  and  expected  to  occur  in  Sugar  Lake  include  largemouth 
bass,  black  crappie,  white  crappie,  spotted  gar,  longnose  gar,  shortnose 
gar,  skipjack  herring,  gizzard  shad,  threadfin  shad,  carp,  river  carpsucker. 
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smallmouth  buffalo,  bigmouth  buffalo,  blue  catfish,  channel  catfish,  flat- 
head  catfish,  and  freshwater  drum. 

Charity  Lake  and  the  borrow  pits  and  sloughs  of  the  study  area  provide 
limited  fish  habitat.  These  water  bodies  experience  drastic  water  fluc¬ 
tuations  in  response  to  varying  climatic  conditions  and  river  stages,  and 
experience  chronic  high  turbidity  levels.  Small  populations  of  yellow 
bullhead,  black  bullhead,  carp,  bowfin,  shortnose  gar,  green  sunfish, 
and  mosquitofish  are  expected  to  occur  in  these  waters. 

Agricultural  lands  are  generally  of  less  value  to  wildlife  than  areas 
supporting  native  vegetation.  However,  significant  use  by  some  wildlife 
species  occurs.  Mourning  doves  are  favored  by  extensive  farming  operations 
where  large  acreages  of  soybeans  and  grain  crops  are  harvested  mechanically. 
Nearby  water  and  suitable  nesting  habitat  make  this  part  of  the  study  area 
ideal  for  doves.  This  area  also  supplies  limited  feeding  habitat  for 
American  woodcock.  Eastern  cottontail,  numerous  rodents,  cattle  egret, 
bobwhite,  eastern  meadowlark,  and  northern  shrike  utilize  agricultural  lands 
throughout  the  year. 

Game  mammals  associated  with  bottomland  hardwoods  include  white-tailed  deer, 
swamp  rabbit,  raccoon,  gray  squirrel,  and  fox  squirrel.  Furbearers  present 
are  beaver,  mink,  gray  fox,  bobcat,  opossum,  and  possibly  nutria.  Wood 
ducks  and  mallards  are  expected  to  utilize  the  seasonally  flooded  bottom¬ 
land  hardwoods.  Other  game  birds  expected  in  these  wetlands  include 
American  woodcock,  wild  turkey,  bobwhite,  and  mourning  dove.  Non-game 
species  such  as  small  marrmals,  raptors,  songbirds,  reptiles,  and  amphibians 
are  also  believed  to  be  common  in  this  area. 

The  open  water  (lakes,  borrow  pits,  sloughs,  and  ponds)  and  associated  rip¬ 
arian  vegetation  of  the  study  area  support  wading  birds  such  as  great  egret, 
cattle  egret,  great  blue  heron,  little  blue  heron,  and  green  heron.  These 
areas  also  provide  resting  habitat  to  migratory  waterfowl  such  as  mallard, 
northern  pintail,  green-winged  teal,  blue-winged  teal,  gadwall,  American 
wigeon,  and  lesser  scaup.  The  American  alligator  occurs  in  open  waters  and 
associated  riparian  areas  of  the  study  area.  This  species  is  presently  class 
fied  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  threatened  by  similarity  of 
appearance  in  the  area.  The  red-cockaded  woodpecker,  usually  found  in 
mature,  open  pine  forests,  may  occur  in  a  portion  of  the  study  area. 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  RESOURCES  WITH  THE  PROJECT 
Fishery  Resources 

Approximately  345  acres  of  cropland  and  pasture  will  be  converted  to  borrow 
pits  with  the  tentatively  selected  plan.  With  proper  design  and  stocking, 
it  is  possible  that  the  borrow  pits  would  support  significant  populations 
of  fishes  such  as  largemouth  bass,  bluegill,  and  channel  catfish.  This 
would  depend  on  maintenance  of  adequate  water  levels  during  periods  of 
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low  rainfall  and  low  river  stages.  However,  the  potential  use  of  these 
areas  for  sportfishing  would  have  to  be  evaluated  prior  to  a  decision  to 
stock  these  areas  for  that  purpose. 

The  conversion  of  345  acres  of  open  agricultural  land  to  borrow  areas  will 
reduce  habitat  for  species  such  as  mourning  dove,  eastern  cottontail,  and 
eastern  meadowlark.  If  cattle  grazing  along  the  edges  of  the  borrow  pits 
is  not  excessive,  riparian  vegetation  may  become  established  in  these  areas. 
Such  establishment  would  enhance  the  value  of  the  borrow  pits  for  numerous 
wildlife  species.  Waterfowl  that  may  be  expected  to  utilize  the  borrow 
areas  include  resident  wood  ducks  and  wintering  mallards,  blue-winged  teal, 
green-winged  teal,  gadwall,  American  wigeon,  and  lesser  scaup.  Wading  birds 
such  as  green  heron,  great  blue  heron,  little  blue  heron,  cattle  egret,  and 
great  egret  are  expected  to  utilize  the  riparian  and  shoreline  areas  of  the 
borrow  pits  for  feeding  purposes.  If  significant  riparian  vegetation  de¬ 
velops  along  the  borrow  areas,  common  fur  animals  that  would  probably  be 
present  include  mink,  nutria,  raccoon,  and  beaver.  Numerous  amphibians  and 
reptiles  could  be  expected  to  utilize  the  edges  of  the  borrow  pits.  Repre¬ 
sentative  species  would  include  bullfrog,  red-eared  turtle,  diamond-backed 
water  snake,  and  western  cottonmouth.  It  is  possible  that  American  alligators 
would  also  inhabit  the  borrow  pits. 

The  construction  of  access  roads  necessary  for  levee  enlargement  would, 
according  to  the  Draft  Main  Report,  impact  approximately  5  acres  of  bottomland 
hardwoods,  and  1  acre  of  borrow  pits  and  associated  riparian  vegetation.  This 
would  result  in  relatively  minor  impacts  to  the  species  found  in  those  habitat 
types . 


DISCUSSION  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

It  is  apparent  that  efforts  have  been  made  to  develop  a  plan  that  mini¬ 
mizes  impacts  on  high  quality  fish  and  wildlife  habitat.  Should  the 
plan  tentatively  recommended  be  authorized  for  implementation,  the 
design  of  the  borrow  pits  could  be  refined  to  optimize  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  productivity.  Such  design  might  include  measures  such  as  fencing 
to  exclude  cattle  grazing  so  that  establishment  of  riparian  vegetation  is 
enhanced,  sloping  of  the  borrow  pit  edges  to  encourage  establishment  of 
riparian  and  aquatic  vegetation,  and  similiar  features.  In  addition,  the 
desirability  of  stocking  fish  in  selected  borrow  areas  could  also  be  de¬ 
termined  in  concert  with  officials  of  the  LSP  and  appropriate  fish  and 
wildlife  agency  representatives. 

In  view  of  the  above  considerations,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
recommends  that: 

1.  Plan  A1  be  the  plan  recommended  for  authorization;  and 

2.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  be  provided  the  opportunity  for 
timely  input  into  detailed  project  design,  should  project 
authorization  be  granted. 


A  review  draft  of  this  report  was  provided  to  the  Louisiana  Department 
of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  and  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service. 
Copies  of  letters  of  comment  received  are  attached. 

Your  cooperation  in  this  matter  is  appreciated. . 


Sincerely  yours. 


Attachment 
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504/342-5864 


October  30,  1981 


DAVID  C.TBEEN 
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Mr.  Dave  Fruge' 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
P.O.  Box  4305 
Lafayette,  La.  70502 


RE:  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  Levee, 

Mississippi  River,  Coordination  Act  Report 


Dear  Mr .  Fruge ' : 

We  have  reviewed  the  above  referenced  document  and  we  concur  with  your 
assessment  and  recommendations.  We  have  also  informed  the  Corps  that  we 
favor  implementation  of  Plan  A1 . 


Sincerely, 


9- ' 

Jesse  J.  Guidry  v 

Secretary  * 
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An  Equal  Opportunity  Employer 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 

NATIONAL  MARINE  FISHERIES  SERVICE 
Environmental  Assessment  Branch 
4700  Avenue  U 
Galveston,  TX  77550 


November  6,  1981  F/SER6 12/PK 

713/766-3699 


Mr.  David  Fruge 
Acting  Field  Supervisor 
U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
Division  of  Ecological  Svcs. 
Post  Office  Box  4305 
Lafayette,  LA  70501 


Dear  Mr.  Fruge: 

We  have  reviewed  the  preliminary  draft  of  the  proposed 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  report  on  the  study,  "Louisiana 
State  Penitentiary  Levee,  Mississippi  River."  Since  we 
anticipate  that  any  adverse  effects  that  might  occur  on 
marine  and  anadromous  fishery  resources  would  be  minimal, 
we  therefore,  have  no  suggestions  to  offer  on  the  report. 

Sincerely, 


Donald  Moore 
Area  Supervisor 
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CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


Very  little  is  known  about  prehistoric  use  of  the  flood  plain  at  this 
location.  Site  16WF3,  Angola  Gate  Mound,  is  tentatively  identified  as  a 
Poverty  Point  site,  but  has  not  been  tested.  During  the  historic  period 
the  site  was  used  as  a  cemetery.  Site  16WF21,  located  on  the  rolling 
terrace  east  of  Davis  Bayou,  may  be  the  only  other  prehistoric  site  now 
recorded  within  project  boundaries.  Sequential  reconstruction  of  the 
present  drainage  system  would  be  a  helpful  tool  in  predicting  the  proba¬ 
bility  of  finding  prehistoric  flood  plain  sites. 

A  great  deal  more  is  known  about  the  protohistoric  period.  Ethno¬ 
graphic  sources  indicate  that  the  area  was  occupied  by  a  series  of  abo¬ 
riginal  groups.  DeSoto's  expedition  of  1541-1542  was  the  first  European 
force  to  visit  the  vicinity.  DeSotc  was  reportedly  buried  in  the  Mississippi 
River  near  its  confluence  with  the  Red.  French  explorers  and  missionaries 
frequented  the  area  from  the  mid  to  late  17th  century.  Indian  groups 
actively  participated  in  the  European  conflict  for  control  of  the  river. 

References  to  the  project  area  appear  in  the  journals  of  such  explorers 
as  LaSalle  and  Tonti  as  early  as  1682.  In  1699,  Pierre  LeMoyne,  Sieur 
d'Iberville,  visited  Houma  Indians  who  were  settled  on  the  bluff  above  the 
project  area.  Iberville  erected  a  large  cross  near  the  relict  channel 
presently  known  as  Lake  Killarney.  Through  time  the  lake  has  been  called 
Lake  of  the  Tunica,  Lake  of  the  Cross,  and  Lake  Angola.  The  land  below  the 
bluffs  was  known  throughout  the  18th  century  as  the  Portage  of  the  Cross. 

In  1700  a  French  Jesuit,  Father  Paul  du  Rhu,  built  a  chapel  in  the 
vicinity  of  Tunica,  Louisiana.  Father  du  Rhu  was  followed  by  Father 
de  Limoges  who  established  a  mission  for  the  purpose  of  converting  and 
trading  with  the  Houma  Indians.  According  to  site  files  located  in  the 
state  Archeologist's  Office,  the  first  Catholic  Church  site  in  the  lower 
Mississippi  River  Valley  is  located  on  the  bluff  near  Lake  Killarney. 


During  this  same  period  aboriginal  groups  allied  with  English  and 
French  forces  and  actively  fought  other  aboriginal  groups  of  opposite 
allegiance.  The  Tunica,  allies  of  the  French,  were  driven  from  their 
settlements  on  the  Yazoo  River  by  the  Chickasaw.  In  1706,  they  moved  to 
the  project  area  and  eventually  killed  or  drove  off  the  Houma.  The  Tunica 
controlled  the  access  to  the  Red  River  and  the  trade  of  salt  and  horses. 

The  Tunica  quickly  abandoned  the  bluff  settlements  of  the  Houma  and  founded 
at  least  two  flood  plain  villages  (within  project  boundaries)  at  either  end 
of  the  Portage  of  the  Cross.  Site  16WF2,  the  Angola  Farm  site,  has  been 
identified  as  the  northernmost  village  of  this  pair.  Site  16WF1,  the 
Tunica  Village  site,  which  is  located  beneath  Highway  66  just  south  of  the 
Penitentiary  main  gate,  may  be  the  southernmost  village  of  this  pair. 
Following  a  skirmish  in  1731  at  Angola  farm  with  visiting  Natchez  warriors 
(English  allies) ,  the  Tunica  moved  south  to  Trudeau  Landing  to  be  closer  to 
French  forces.  Trudeau  Landing  (16FW25)  is  the  only  site  in  the  project 
vicinity  which  is  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  It 
is  east  of  the  community  of  Tunica,  Louisiana,  and  outside  the  project 
area.  Between  1784  and  1803,  the  Tunica  purchased  land  from  the  Avoyel  and 
moved  to  a  permanent  home  at  Marksville,  Louisiana. 

The  19th  century  is  memorable  for  the  marked  Increase  in  Man's  effort 
to  change  his  environment.  In  1831,  Captain  Henry  M.  Shreve  engineered  the 
dredging  of  a  shortcut  channel  along  the  northern  edge  of  the  project  area. 

A  similar  cutoff  was  made  in  1848  by  Raccourcl  along  the  southern  edge  of 
the  project  area,  forming  Raccourcl  Island.  What  was  once  a  double  meander 
loop  was  simplified  to  a  large  bend,  eliminating  miles  of  navigation 
channel.  An  inventory  of  19th  century  wrecks  in  this  reach  of  channel 
between  miles  311.9  and  299.4  includes  13  wrecks  between  the  years  1830  and 
1868.  The  inventory  is  published  in  Appendix  AB,  Volume  II  of  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Assessment  of  the  Mississippi  River,  Cairo,  Illinois  to  Venice, 
Louisiana  (1973) .  During  the  Civil  War  the  area  was  the  site  of  several 
small  skirmishes  between  Union  and  Confederate  forces.  In  March  1864,  a 
Union  fleet  assembled  downstream  in  preparation  for  the  conquest  of  the  Red 
River.  On  the  Mississippi  River  Commission  hydrologic  survey  maps  of  1879, 
the  project  area  is  identified  as  Angola  Plantation.  The  State  of  Louisiana 


purchased  the  property  in  1890  and  developed  the  existing  penal  institution 
to  replace  an  older  facility  in  Baton  Rouge. 

To  date,  there  has  been  no  systematic  survey  of  the  flood  plain  or 
bluffs  immediately  east  of  the  project  boundaries.  Investigations  have 
been  conducted  at  several  sites.  James  A.  Ford  excavated  portions  of  sites 
16WF1  (Tunica  Village  site) ,  16WF2  (Angola  Farm  site) ,  16WF3  (Angola  Gate 
Hound)  between  1934  and  1937.  William  Haag  returned  to  16WF3  in  1970  and 
investigated  16WF14,  a  protohistoric  midden  on  the  bluff  east  of  Lake 
Killarney,  in  1964.  Jeffery  P.  Brain  conducted  additional  excavations  at 
16WF2  in  the  1970's. 


APPENDIX  E 


ECONOMICS 


GENERAL 

The  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  at  Angola  is  located  on  the  left 
descending  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River  between  miles  310  and  294  in  the 
northwest  corner  of  West  Feliciana  Parish.  It  incloses  an  area  of  19,428 
acres  of  which  3,187  acres  are  on  high  ground  located  in  the  Tunica  Hills 
and  are  not  susceptible  to  flooding.  The  study  area  comprises  the 
remaining  16,241  acres  which  are  low-lying,  relatively  flat  Mississippi 
River  alluvial  lands,  generally  situated  between  40  and  55  feet  National 
Geodetic  Vertical  Datum  (NGVD).1  About  9,866  acres  of  this  total  are 
inclosed  by  a  12.1-mile  primary  mainline  loop  levee  which  abuts  the 
Tunica  Hills  at  both  ends  and  provides  protection  from  Mississippi  River 
headwater  flooding  for  the  prison  population  and  their  extensive  appurte¬ 
nant  supportive  facilities.  Of  the  remaining  prison  lands,  1,416  acres 
are  located  in  the  southwestern  portion  of  the  property  and  are  known  as 
the  Charity  Lake  area,  and  858  acres  are  located  in  the  northwestern 
corner  and  are  known  as  the  Monkey  Island  area;  both  these  areas  are 
provided  some  protection  by  existing  small-e;ale  agricultural  levees.  In 
addition,  4,101  unprotected  acres  are  located  outside  of  the  levee 
system. 

The  levees  protecting  Angola  are  owned  by  the  Department  of  Correc¬ 
tions  of  the  Louisiana  State  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Resources  and 
were  originally  constructed  with  Inmate  labor;  consequently,  the  present 


*All  elevations  and  stages  in  this  report  are  in  feet  National  Geodetic 
Vertical  Datum  (previously  mean  sea  level)  unless  otherwise  noted. 
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Angola  levee  system,  which  is  substandard  with  regards  to  Federal  speci¬ 
fications,  is  one  of  the  few  mainline  systems  in  the  Lower  Mississippi 
Valley  which  is  not  under  Federal  control  and  supervision.  The  Louisiana 
Department  of  Transportation  and  Development's  Office  of  Public  Works, 
which  is  responsible  for  state  flood  control  interests,  does  not  have  the 
resources  to  improve  the  system,  and  wants  the  Federal  Government  to 
modify  the  existing  system  to  meet  Federal  specifications  and  incorporate 
it  into  the  Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  (MR&T)  project.  During  the 
high  water  period  in  the  spring  of  1973,  an  emergency  situation  developed 
which  confirmed  the  substandard  levee  conditions  at  Angola.  The  National 
Guard  was  mobilized  for  the  flood-fight  and  emergency  repairs  and 
improvements  were  required  to  insure  adequate  protection.  During  this 
emergency,  the  state  was  forced  to  make  plans  in  preparation  for  evacua¬ 
tion  of  the  entire  prison  population  in  case  a  levee  failure  occurred. 
Although  the  mainline  levee  did  not  crevasse,  high  waters  flooded  the 
Monkey  Island  area,  and  also  would  have  inundated  the  Charity  Lake  area 
had  a  massive  sandbagging  flood-fight  effort  not  been  mounted. 
Altogether,  over  $240, 000^  were  expended  for  flood-fight. 

In  1975,  high  water  on  the  Mississippi  again  threatened  Angola. 
Although  of  lesser  magnitude  than  1973,  the  floodwaters  covered  an 
estimated  80  percent  of  the  Charity  Lake  and  Monkey  Island  areas.  No 
losses  were  suffered  within  the  main  compound,  but  a  flood-fight  effort 
that  cost  $73,000  was  required.  In  April  1979,  high  water  of  a  16-year 
annual  exceedence  interval  again  created  havoc  requiring  extensive  flood- 
fighting  efforts. 


^All  prices  are  as  of  October  1980  price  levels. 
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PRESENT  AND  FUTURE  DEVELOPMENT 


In  recent  years,  prisons  throughout  the  country  have  come  under 
court  orders  to  modernize  their  penal  facilities  in  order  to  provide  a 
better  environment  for  their  charges.  In  1974,  Louisiana  was  ordered  by 
a  Federal  circuit  court  to  reduce  its  prison  population  at  Angola  and  to 
greatly  improve  the  penal  facilities  there.  The  state  agreed  to  comply 
with  this  mandate  and  has  embarked  upon  a  large  scale  construction  and 
refurbishing  program  which  has  added  significantly  to  the  value  of 
improvements  at  Angola.  It  would  be  imprudent  to  locate  such  a  massive 
complex  and  its  prison  population  within  the  immediate  flood  plain  of  the 
Mississippi  River  without  providing  the  facilities  with  a  high  level  of 
protection.  In  addition  to  the  risks  to  life,  the  immense  logistical 
problems  involved  in  trying  to  evacuate  thousands  Of  prisoners  to  safer 
areas  in  the  event  of  future  flood  threats  are  great.  The  degree  of 
flood  protection  for  Angola  also  involves  nonquantif iable,  but  important 
social  implications.  If  it  becomes  necessary  to  evacuate  the  prison 
population,  there  is  the  danger  of  hardened  criminals  escaping  due  to  the 
lack  of  maximum  security  facilities  elsewhere  in  the  state.  Also,  public 
sentiment  is  strongly  against  the  relocating  of  criminal  elements,  even 
for  short  periods. 


VALUE  OF  IMPROVEMENTS 


A  tabulation  of  existing  and  planned  improvements  at  Angola,  all  of 
which  are,  or  will  be,  located  within  the  area  protected  by  the  mainline 
levee,  is  shown  in  table  E-l. 


PRISON  POPULATION 

The  present  inmate  population  of  Angola  is  4,200,  and  is  projected 
to  increase  to  4,500  as  soon  as  ongoing  renovation  work  is  completed,  and 
then  to  remain  stable  at  that  number  in  the  foreseeable  future. 
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TABLE  E-l — VALUE  OF  IMPROVEMENTS 


Structures  and  Contents  Value  (1980  price  levels) 


Existing  as  of  Oct  76: 

$  46,757,000 

Completed  from  Oct  76  -  Jul  80: 

Mess  Hall 

4,080,000 

Electric  System 

3,360,000 

New  Dorms 

28,800,000 

Pumps 

660,000 

Remodeling  and  renovation 

30,000,000 

Support  facilities  for  dorms 

5,760,000 

Bachelor  officers'  quarters 

5,400,000 

Mobile  homes 

660,000 

Training  academy 

1,800,000 

200  new  cell  blocks 

5,400,000 

New  vocational  school 

2,760,000 

Subtotal 

$88,680,000 

Ongoing  work: 

Renovation  of  employee  housing 

600,000 

New  employee  homes 

1,080,000 

100  apartment  units 

4,560,000 

Subtotal 

$6,240,000 

TOTAL  $141,677,000 


) 
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The  current  employee  complement  at  the  Angola  complex  is  about 
1,700.  Of  these,  approximately  600  live  within  the  compound,  while  the 
balance  commute  from  outlying  communities.  Additionally,  there  are  over 
300  employee  dependents  living  within  the  prison  compound. 

ALTERNATIVE  SOLUTIONS 
PRELIMINARY  ALTERNATIVES 


Seven  structural  alternative  plans  were  considered  in  the 
preliminary  analyses  for  improvement  of  the  levee  system  at  Angola.  Six 
of  these  plans  considered  various  combinations  of  protecting  the  Monkey 
Island  and  Charity  Lake  areas  outside  of  the  mainline  levee.  These  six 
plans  were  found  to  be  economically  unjustified  in  the  preliminary 
analyses.  The  remaining  structural  alternative  (plan  A)  consisted  of 
raising  and  strengthening  the  mainline  levee  only,  and  is  the  plan  that 
has  been  carried  forward  to  the  detailed  analyses.  Table  E-2  ^resents  a 
summary  for  each  alternative  plan  considered  in  preliminary  planning. 

Plan  A  (national  economic  development  plan)  would  raise  and 
strengthen  the  mainline  levee  to  a  maximum  height  of  71.5  feet  NGVD  by 
levee  enlargement  with  seepage  berms. 

Plan  B  would  provide  design  protection  to  both  the  mainline  and 
Monkey  Island  areas. 

Plan  C  would  provide  design  protection  to  both  the  mainline  levee 
and  Charity  Lake  levee  areas. 

Plan  D  would  provide  design  protection  for  the  Monkey  Island  levee, 
mainline  levee,  and  Charity  Lake  levee  areas. 

Plan  E  would  be  identical  to  plan  A  except  that  in  addition  the 
Monkey  Island  levee  would  be  raised  and  strengthened  to  protect  against 
the  10-year  flood. 
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TABLE  E- 2— SUMMARY  -  PRELIMINARY  ALTERNATIVES 
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Plan  F  would  be  Identical  to  plan  A  except  that  In  addition  the 
Charity  Lake  levee  would  be  raised  and  strengthened  to  protect  against 
the  10-year  flood. 

Plan  G  would  be  identical  to  plan  A  except  that  in  addition  both  the 
Monkey  Island  levee  and  Charity  Lake  levee  would  be  strengthened  to 
protect  against  the  10-year  flood. 


DETAILED  ALTERNATIVES 


In  addition  to  the  structural  plans  considered  in  preliminary 
planning,  numerous  nonstructural  options  were  also  evaluated  but  were 
found  to  be  impractical.  However,  all  nonstructural  options  and  also  the 
no  action  plan  were  again  evaluated  in  stage  3  studies.  In  addition,  a 
least  environmentally  damaging  plan  was  formulated,  and  is  the 
recommended  plan.  Table  E-3  shows  the  first  costs  and  annual  charges. 


BENEFITS 

METHODOLOGY 

It  has  been  assumed  that  the  integrity  of  the  existing  mainline 
levee  system  at  Angola  can  be  maintained  with  a  concerted  flood-fight 
effort  until  it  is  overtopped  at  61  feet  NGVD  (excluding  2  feet  of 
freeboard).  Once  this  occurs,  the  protected  area  would  rapidly  fill  to 
that  elevation,  inundating  all  improvements  within  the  levee.  The  design 
flood  frequency  of  the  existing  mainline  levee  (61  feet)  has  a  recurrence 
Interval  of  once  in  30  years  which  is  approximately  three  times  during 
the  100-year  life  of  the  project.  It  was  assumed  that  subsequent  to  each 
crevasse,  the  levee  would  be  rebuilt  to  the  same  configuration  as  before 
the  crevasse. 

All  benefits  presented  herein  are  based  on  1980  price  levels  and  the 
current  interest  rate  of  7  3/8  percent  assuming  a  project  life  of 
100  years.  Benefits  are  discussed  in  the  following  paragraphs. 
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TABLE  E- 3— FIRST  COSTS  AND  ANNUAL  CHARGES 
(1980  Price  Levels) 


Summary  of  Project  Coats 

Project  First  Costs 

Present  Value  of  Construction* 

Total  Investment 

Annual  Economic  Costs 

Interest  (7  3/8  percent) 

Amortization  (100  years) 

Operation,  Maintenance,  and 
Replacement 

Total  Average  Annual  Charges 


Plan  A 

Plan  A1 

(Recommended  Plan) 

$17,938,000 

*  $18,274,000 

19,971,000 

20,345,000 

19,971,000 

20,345,000 

1,473,000 

1,500,000 

1,000 

1,000 

14,000 

14,000 

1,488,000 

1,515,000 

Construction  is  estimated  to  start  in  1987  and  to  be  completed  in 
2  years.  Significant  benefits  are  estimated  to  start  accruing  in  1989 
(project  base  year). 
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FLOOD  CONTROL  BENEFITS 

Flood  damages  which  will  be  prevented  with  the  project  in  place,  or 
savings  in  costs  which  result  from  the  increased  protection,  include: 
damages  prevented  to  structures,  damages  prevented  to  agriculture, 

savings  in  emergency  evacuation  and  subsistence  costs,  and  savings  in 

> 

emergency  flood-fight  costs. 

DAMAGES  PREVENTED  TO  STRUCTURES 


The  existing  prison  improvements  and  the  ongoing  construction 
projects  within  the  mainline  levee  were  determined,  tabulated,  and 
categorized  from  field  surveys  and  from  interviews  with  prison  officials. 

In  this  analysis,  the  contents/ structural  value  ratio  was  determined 
in  the  following  manner. 

A  schedule  of  property  values  was  secured  from  the  Property 
Insurance  Section  of  the  Louisiana  State  Division  of  Administration  which 
displayed  building  and  contents  values  of  many  structures  at  the 
Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  at  Angola. 

A  field  trip  was  made  during  1979  to  determine  actual  contents,  the 
types  of  building  construction,  and  intrastructural  (electrical,  natural 
gas,  sewer,  and  water  facilities)  damage  susceptibility. 

The  contents  values,  as  shown  on  the  state's  schedule  of  property 
values,  were  supplemented  to  conform  with  the  actual  field  observations 
and  to  take  into  account  the  privately-owned  contents  of  the  homes  of  the 
prison  employees  which  do  not  appear  on  the  schedule  of  property  values. 

Weighted  averages  of  the  samples  were  used  to  construct  estimated 
structure-contents  relationships  for  the  major  classes  of  facilities  at 
the  prison.  This  estimate  is  shown  in  table  E-4. 
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TABLE  E- 4— ESTIMATED 

STRUCTURE  -  CONTENTS 

VALUE 

Administrative- 

Staff 

Inmate 

Industrial 

Residences 

Residences 

($) 

($) 

($) 

Structures 

49,514,000 

5,400,000 

68,482,000 

Contents 

16,340,000(33?) 

2,160,000(40?) 

3,424,000(5?) 

In  order  to  derive  depth-damage  relationships  for  the  prison 
improvements,  the  structures  were  categorized  into  three  major  groups: 
administrative  and  industrial  facilities,  inmate  residences,  and  Btaff 
residences  (see  plate  2).  A  cross-section  of  contents  of  the 
administrative  and  industrial  buildings  was  analyzed  for  damage 
susceptibility  by  a  board  consisting  of  New  Orleans  District  experts  to 
derive  a  percent  contents  damage  for  those  types  of  structures.  For  the 
inmate  residences,  &  percent  contents  damage  was  derived  with  the  help  of 
field  trips  and  from  Interviews  with  prison  officials,  whereas  for  the 
staff  residences,  available  residential  stage-damage  data  were  used. 

In  calculating  the  estimated  nonagrlcultural  flood  damages  to  the 
prison  (structural  and  contents  losses),  the  scenario  assumed  that  a 
breach  in  the  mainline  levee  at  61  feet  which  would  quickly  fill  the  area 
inside  the  levee  to  that  elevation.  This  would  have  a  recurrence 
interval  of  once  in  30  years  or  approximately  three  times  during  the 
project  life. 

Nearly  all  the  buildings  at  Angola  are  one-story  clnderblock  and 
concrete  construction  and,  consequently,  should  not  suffer  major 
structural  damage  if  flooded.  The  most  significant  damage  would  be  the 
need  for  cleanup,  repainting,  and  replacement  and/or  repair  of  the 
electrical  and  plumbing  facilities.  Based  on  district  experience  in 
roughly  similar  circumstances,  it  was  estimated  that,  in  the  aftermath  of 
severe  flooding,  nearly  all  the  buildings  could  be  restored  at  a  cost  of 
33  percent  of  their  present  replacement  values. 
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The  road  system  at  Angola  consists  of  27  miles  of  bituminous  paved 
roads  and  73  miles  of  gravel  farm  roads  that  have  a  total  value  of 
$5,400,000.  It  was  estimated  that  with  a  breach  In  the  levee,  the  paved 
and  gravel  roads  would  suffer  damages  for  a  total  repair  cost  of 
$625,000. 


There  are  few  contents  of  value  In  the  large  dormitory  buildings 
(metal  beds  and  mattresses)  and  only  the  mattresses  would  be  damaged 
significantly.  However,  in  the  kitchen,  dining,  and  cold-storage  areas, 
there  any  many  compressors  and  cooking  facilities  which  would  be  heavily 
damaged.  The  large  Indus trial- type  facilities  (tag  plant,  cannery, 
Vo-tec  school,  abattoir,  etc.),  also  contain  equipment  which  Is  highly 
susceptible  to  water  damage.  Overall,  the  heaviest  damage  to  be 
sustained  would  be  to  the  electrical  components:  compressors,  large 

ground-mounted  transformers  and  air  conditioning  units,  and  the  other 
infrastructural  systems  (natural  gas  lines  and  components,  water  treat¬ 
ment  plants  and  pumps,  and  all  other  motor  and  motor-driven  components). 


A  summary  of  damages  resulting  from  a  one-time  flood  occurrence  is 
shown  In  table  E-5.  These  losses  would  be  prevented  by  installation  of 


the  project. 


TABLE 

E-5— SUMMARY 

OF  DAMAGES 

(One  Occurrence) 

Adminis¬ 
trative  & 
Industrial 

Staff 

Residences 

Inmate 

Residences 

Roads 

Total 

($) 

($) 

($) 

($) 

($) 

Structural 

Contents 


16,339,000 

8,006,000 


2,160,000  22,598,000 

1,944,000  840,000 


600,000  41,697,000 

N/A  10,790,000 


Total 


24,345,000 


4,104,000  23,438,000 


600,000  52,487,000 


Miscellaneous  (5  percent) ^ 


2,624,000 

55,111,000 


Using  a  probability  analysis,  the  average  annual  Iocs  equals 
approximately  $1,819,000. 

^Includes  damages  to  levees,  on-farm  drainage  facilities,  and 
miscellaneous  farm  machinery  losses. 
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DAMAGES  PREVENTED  TO  AGRICULTURE 


The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  establishes  as  a  Federal 
policy  the  preservation  of  highly  productive  agricultural  lands,  known  as 
prime  and  unique  farmlands.  The  agricultural  lands  of  the  state  peniten¬ 
tiary  contain  rich  alluvial  soils  which  fall  into  both  categories.  The 
existing  prison  population,  facilities,  and  agricultural  land  use  are 
anticipated  to  remain  stable  in  the  future  with  or  without  the  project; 
however,  the  productivity  of  these  prime  and  unique  lands  will  be  en¬ 
hanced  as  described  in  the  following  sections.  The  current  agricultural 
land  use  within  the  mainline  levee  consists  of  4,850  acres  in  pasture, 
3,500  acres  in  soybeans,  540  acres  in  cotton,  and  350  acres  in  corn.  A 
small  number  of  acres  are  used  for  growing  vegetables  which  are  consumed 
within  the  prison.  A  levee  crevasse  with  complete  inundation  of  these 
agricultural  lands  at  any  time  during  the  spring,  with  the  resulting 
8iltation  and  erosion  problems  and  higher  priority  flood  recovery 
efforts,  will  cause  a  total  loss  of  net  returns  to  agriculture  for  at 
least  that  year.  Based  on  land  use  data  for  wlthout-project  conditions 
contained  in  table  E-6,  average  annual  agricultural  damages  would  be 
$28,000.  For  with  project  conditions,  these  losses  would  be  negligible. 

During  the  formulation  of  preliminary  plans,  agricultural  intensifi¬ 
cation  benefits  were  calculated  on  some  1,500  acres  of  soybeans  located 
in  the  northern  portion  of  the  prison  compound  that  are  somewhat  lower  in 
elevation  than  the  rest  of  the  compound  and  often  susceptible  to  interior 
drainage  problems  resulting  in  reduced  yields  and  increased  production 
costs.  It  was  assumed  that  these  drainage  problems  were  primarily  the 
result  of  a  combination  of  seepage  through  the  mainline  levee  and 
Inadequate  interior  pumping  capacity.  Total  intensification  benefits  to 
increased  soybean  production  of  $155,000  were  then  calculated  using  a 
five  bushel/acre  increase  in  yield  potential  with  project,  assuming  the 
seepage  berms  would  alleviate  the  problem.  Subsequently,  in  the  formula¬ 
tion  of  detailed  plans,  the  problem  was  determined  to  be  primarily  one  of 
inadequate  interior  drainage  at  times  of  intense  rainfall  runoff  from  the 
Tunica  Hills.  An  incremental  benefit/cost  analysis  was  then  performed  to 
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TABLE  K-6— LAND  USE  DATA  WITHIN  MAINLINE  LEVEE 


see  if  the  cost  of  additional  pumping  capacity  and  appurtenant 
drainage  laterals  could  be  offset  by  the  possible  agricultural 
intensification  that  could  result  and  was  found  to  be  unjustified. 
The  intensification  benefits  have,  therefore,  been  eliminated  from  the 
stage  3  report. 

1 

SAVINGS  IN  INMATE  EVACUATION  AND  SUBSISTENCE  COSTS 

The  Mississippi  River  crested  at  58.2  feet  in  the  vicinity  of 
Angola  during  the  flooding  of  1973  and  again  at  59.2  feet  in  the 
spring  of  1979.  Although  no  inmates  were  evacuated,  serious  consider¬ 
ation  was  given  to  that  possibility.  Had  a  mainline  levee  crevasse  or 
overtopping  appeared  imminent,  the  entire  prison  convict  population 
would  have  been  moved  to  parish  prisons  throughout  the  state.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  Angola  officials,  there  is  no  set  flood  stage  at  which  inmate 
evacuation  would  be  ordered,  but  contingency  plans  call  for  constant 
monitoring  of  the  levee  system  during  high  water  stages.  Given  the 
extreme  logistical  and  security  requirements  of  evacuating  such  a 
large  number  of  inmates,  an  order  for  complete  evacuation  of  the 
inmate  population  in  all  probability  would  be  given  with  a  river  stage 
in  the  vicinity  of  60  feet  and  rising.  Such  a  flood  is  likely  to 
happen  every  20  years  of  project  life,  on  the  average.  These  emer¬ 
gency  situations,  which  would  result  in  only  short  term  evacuation, 
are  in  addition  to  the  expected  levee  crevasses  which  would  require 
those  costs  associated  with  the  long  term  extraordinary  maintenance 
and  subsistence  requirements  (an  estimated  4  months)  that  would  be 
incurred  while  the  existing  compound  is  being  rehabilitated. 

The  1980  inmate  population  is  4,200  and  is  projected  to  increase 
to  4,500  shortly  and  then  to  remain  stable  in  future  years.  The  cost 
of  evacuation  with  no  crevasse  is  $1,250,000  while  evacuation  and 
subsistence  cost  with  a  crevasse  is  $4,600,000.  Estimated  costs  were 
furnished  by  prison  officials.  Annualized  savings  in  Inmate  evacua¬ 
tion  costs  over  the  project  life  total  $214,000,  including  $62,000  for 
short  term  evacuations  and  $152,000  for  the  crevasses. 


SAVINGS  IN  EMERGENCY  FLOOD-FIGHT  COSTS 


The  cost  expended  in  1975  for  the  flood-fight  effort  that  year 
was  about  $73,000  and  was  associated  with  9-year  frequency  high  water 
levels.  In  1973,  flood-fight  costs  were  $240,000  for  a  13-year 
flood.  However,  in  1974,  the  flood-fight  costs  for  a  5-year  flood  was 
nominal.  Therefore,  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  that  flood-fight 
efforts  will  begin  at  Mississippi  River  levels  somewhat  below  those 
experienced  in  1975,  or  about  56  feet,  which  occurs  about  once  every 
8  years.  In  order  to  determine  flood-fights  costs  saved,  a 
relationship  was  developed  between  stage  and  flood-fight  costs, 
resulting  in  average  annual  benefits  of  $25,000. 

SAVINGS  IN  LEVEE  REPAIR  COSTS 

Subsequent  to  each  crevasse  there  will  be  costs  associated  with 
rebuilding  the  levee  to  pre-crevasse  conditions.  The  costs  have  been 
determined  to  be  $83,000  per  crevasse.  Using  a  probability  analysis, 
the  average  annual  savings  in  these  repair  costs  is  $3,000. 


BENEFITS  SUMMARY 

A  summary  of  benefits  attributable  to  each  alternative  plan  is 
displayed  in  table  E-7.  Benefit-to-cost  ratios  are  shown  in 
table  E-8.  An  updated  benefits  summary  for  the  recommended  plan  using 
1981  price  levels  and  the  current  interest  rate  (7  5/8  percent)  is 
presented  in  table  E-9. 


TABLE  E- 8— BENEFIT-COST  RATIOS 


Plan  A  Plan  Al 

($)  ($) 

Average  Annual  Benefits  2,089,000  2,089,000 
Average  Annual  Costs  1,488,000  1,515,000 
Benefit-Cost  Ratios  1.40  1.38 


E-18 


TABLE  E-9 --UPDATED  BENEFITS  SUMMARY 
(October  1981  price  levels,  7  5/8  percent  interest  rate) 


Recommended  Flan 
Plan  A1 
($) 

Benefit  Category 

Damages  prevented  to  structures  2,001,000 

I 

Savings  in  inmate  evacuation  costs  235,000 

Damages  prevented  to  agriculture  31,000 

Savings  in  flood-fight  costs  28,000 

Savings  in  levee  repair  costs  3,000 

Total  Average  Annual  Benefits  2,298,000 

Average  Annual  Costs  1,814,000 

Benefit-Cost  Ratio  1.27 


E-17 
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NO  •  1  C  *1 


Colonel  Robert  C.  Lm 

lw  OtlMM  District,  Corps  of  Rula— r» 

Department  of  the  Any 

P-O.  Box  MM? 

Row  Or  loans,  IohUIim  70160 


Dear  Colonel  Loot 

This  is  in  reference  to  ywir  draft  environmental  impact  atatemt  entitled, 

"Louisiana  Stats  Penitentiary  Levee,  Mississippi  River.'’  The  enclosed 
"Mint  tram  the  Rational  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  JWfel  nix  tret  ion  is 

foreerded  for  your  consideration.  So  res  pease  required. 

Then*  you  far  giving  as  an  opportunity  to  provide  this  oenwent,  which  we 
hope  will  be  of  aaeietanee  to  you.  Re  wield  appreciate  receiving  four 
copies  of  tho  final  environmental  i^sact  sta tenant. 

Sincerely, 

cs.. .  -  £*  U* '*■*** 

/*** 

Robert  T.  KiAi 

Director  of  Regulatory  Policy 

Enclosure  Mswo  front  Robert  B.  Rollins 

Rational  Ocean  Survey 

ROAA 
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I 


(§) 


NATKMM.  OCCAM  SUfKEV 


StptMbtr  ?4 ,  1901 


Pf/iC  -  Joyce  n.  Mood 
0A/C5  -  Kotwrt  I. 

0€IS  SIM  M  -  LonltliM  S&u  t 


SIMJCCT :  MIS  «1W.U  - 
tlvar 


Penitentiary  Inn,  Mississippi 


The  subject  statmnt  has  been  reviewed  within  the  trees  of  the 
National  Oceee  Survey's  (NOS)  reeponsfbll fty  end  expertise,  end  fit 
teres  of  the  tapoct  of  the  proposed  ectloa  on  NOS  activities  and 
project:. 

Goodettc  control  survey  aonuaents  nay  be  located  In  the  proposed 
project  ereo.  If  there  Is  any  planned  activity  which  will  disturb 
or  destroy  these  aonaeonts .  NOS  requires  not  less  then  90  days'  noti¬ 
fication  In  advance  of  such  activity  In  order  to  plan  for  their 
relocation.  NOS  recooaends  that  fondlnp  for  this  project  Includes 
the  coat  of  any  relocation  required  for  NOS  aonuaents.  For  forther 
tnforaatlen  about  these  aonuaents,  please  contact  Nr.  John  Spencer, 
Director,  Notional  Seodatlc  Information  Center  (M/C18)  or 
Nr.  Charles  Novak,  CMaf,  Network  Maintenance  Branch  (OA/C172),  at 
M01  Executive  Boulevard,  Nockvlllt,  Naryland  20852. 


Bnspone*  3.1— The  location*  of  ftoodatic  coatrol  survey  aorMtnti  will  bo 
confined  la  Cha  design  phaao  of  tha  study.  National  Ocean  Survey  will 
be  not  If  lad  at  that  t lee  and  arraagaaaaca  will  ba  aade  for  relocation. 


* 


Ho  hava  raalen—  t ka  Draft  fcitw— til  1— act  Iff— r  (SU),  Mala  Deport, 
aa d  4ppe— laee  far  Co— trvctloa  of  tfca  prop——  fie—  eoacrol  prajact, 
Lmilala—  Stata  tmitmm Mary  Leona.  Utaalaaippl  Blvar.  Ha  ara  ra— if—  oa 
Dekalf  af  tka  r— lie  Haaltk  Seralae. 


Ha  wmrim  la  —Ha  af  oltker  mIqM—  ar  pat— Hal  — a— lte  ar  acker  vac  tar 
papalarle—  tkt  —11  Da  Hputil  Dp  tka  project.  Hi  VI— 1  tit  HD— If 
4— art—  tka  ana—  af  tka—  vac  tar  papalttf— a  a—  tka  —a ftelal  ar  ate— aa 
V.  /  pro J act  effe-te.  Am  —II  ala*  Da  4a— rlpcfte—  af  —a  alii  pro— 

—a— Ita  cMttal  actftvltl— ,  c—  a— lclpec—  aa— ral  —a—  aa  Da  falla— 4. 
a—  tha  prppaaaf  application  rat—  a—  a—  af  appll—  Han  far  a—  I— actl- 
cUaa  tkat  nay  Da  —— . 

If  it  ta  anticipated  tkat  thare  «1U  ka  any  vapatatlaa  ea— ral  — aa— 
a— lap—  —ria|  ar  aft—  pro] act  c— platlaa,  tka  M— 1  RU  —04  — aerlka 
y  /  tka  control  —a— a  ta  ka  folia— f.  tka  —a—  af  ——4—1  —pH  cat  tan . 

tka  tpp—  af  karPlellaa  ta  ka  aa— »  a—  a—  ralat—  aapaata  af  tka  aa— ral 

pretr— . 

Thank  paw  for  tka  opportunity  of  rwrln—  tka  Draft  Kit,  Hr  —all  —prat lata 
receiving  a  copy  af  tka  Pinal  IIS  «k—  It  la  la—  ■ 


,  / 


-yf  Prank  I.  Lftaalln,  PD.D.  < 

'  Cklaf ,  —r Ir— ial  Affalra  Ora— 

1  t— in— m  Haaltk  taro laee  M via  ion 

Cantor  far  Pnclm— nl  Haaltk 


Haapaaaa  4.1 — Inf area tin*  aa  rector  population*  a—  project  af  facta  eaa 
a44—  aa  p— aa  ««-»•  a—  IIS-24.  Peeler  control  will  Da  —  fraaa—  in 
tka  afvanc—  aaglnoertag  oaf  4ealga  rf.-aft  1—  tearing  tha  raa poaa  1  HI  1 1  ty 
a—  —  tka—  Dy  — UD  roc  tor  prohlaea  dll  Da  alntete—  luring 
coaa tract  tan  act  tvlclaa ■ 

Haapaaaa  4.2— It  U  net  aat  let  pat—  that  thare  will  Da  any  chan  teal 
vegetation  central  aaaaaraa  a— toy—  4« r teg  or  after  project  coaptation. 
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October  29,  INI 


Cole— 1  »»bert  C.  Lm 
District  — ylepor 

Raw  Or  In—  Uttr&ct 
Carp*  of  htliura,  U.S.  kewj 
P.0,  in  NM7 

Iw  Orion o.  Loulel— o  70160 


■o  mpow*  required. 


Tbe  Or  oft  1— imo— >■!  1— oct  8  tot  no or  Hein  report  ood 
Ippoedlr—  for  L— 1*1— e  Scot#  Pool  toot  lory  a  oo,  Klooloolppl 
liw  boo  Vo—  nilmi  1*  the  Deport— it  of  Bowel**  ood  Dtb— 
Poeolufont  * «  New  Or  loo—  im  Office  ood  Port  Worth  logic—  1 
Office,  ood  it  boo  bo—  detent— d  tkot  the  coocoroo  of  the 
beporf—  r  boro  bo—  dlocloood  odoguotoly  without  odreree 
top ort  or  1— el— ot. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

omcs  or  ins  sksitaky 
OanTh  l—i 


ALBUQUXSQUS,  NSW  MEXICO  VMS 


**-#  1/1049 


N'-'  0  C  1981 


Olatrict  snginmar 
N»  Orlmana  District, 

Corpm  of  Snyinmmrs 
P.  O.  Bon  60267 
Mv  OriMM,  Louis  is  ns  70160 

osar  Sir t 

m  harm  rmviammd  tha  draft  ami rvtmsntsl  itatM Mt,  Min  /Import ,  sod 
Appmmdicmm  for  Louis  isms  Stats  pmnitmntiary  Lmrmm,  mmaiaaippi  hirsr. 
•foot  Feliciana  Psrish,  Louisiana,  and  harm  ttm  follasriaq  commits. 

Tbs  proposal  intensive  cultural  mmourcsa  (smy  rmfmrrmd  to  «i  pays 
20  should  inclmhm  thm  dimciplimmm  of  archmolopy,  srchi tmctmrs ,  anti 
history  with  pr ofmmmlomls  la  much  timid.  Also,  thm  cot  § 

of  tmpiammrs  mmt  rmyummt  Smtmrmi ns ti omm  of  mlipihiUtp  for  thm 
national  nmqistmr  an  mac h  of  thm  mitmm  amt  ttmtuw  idontlftad  i 
tha  mmrmmy.  m  would  vmlcomm  thm  opportunity  to  oawit  v  tha 
import  sham  it  is  oosplmtod. 

Thank  you  for  thm  opportunity  Co  cnant  on  thsaa  toctmamta. 


sinomrmly. 


Neepoaae  6. 1— Th«  Oirp*  will  conduct  an  tntaaatve  eurvsy  utlllrlng 
profaaaloaale  of  all  appropriate  disciplines .  Tin  report  of  theso 
1  even  t  tpa  t  looo  *U1  ho  coord  loo  tod  with  tKo  Louisiana  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  (WO),  whose  opinion  regarding  alts  significance 
«lll  «a  m^o— tod.  In  accordance  with  MCPBS00.4  (Advisory  Couoct i  of 
■lotorU  Preservations  Protection  of  Historic  and  Cultural  Propart  las) 
fornal  rap  oast a  for  dataral nations  of  ollglblllty  to  tha  National 
Bag  la  tar  af  Historic  Flecoe  *1U  ha  mmtm  only  for  thorns  altaa  which 
althar  tha  Corps  or  tha  StPO  find  noot  National  Nag  la  ter  criteria 
(MCPM0.4,  datad  14  Nov  II). 
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') 


u»uim  Iwti  Laftwft , 

NtaolooiftP*  fr4**r  Emit  Mym.  RXi , 


»lwml  C.  **», 

OWigli  '  <m4  Mm vist 
tor  3r  J*m»  toivtrlxrz 
cm*?*  *6  Mfifw ■■  if 

f.  •*»  «&*** 


*>MM 


fc>  roopoooo  roqolroft 


»•  b**o  «•  rniif  oft  *Ma  Miftjoct  ^-caat  Ttaak  70a  tot  ttm 
offortaoiky  to  cb— ut. 


liMtral)  ywrt, 


r  J.  ■.  HcDoaoU 

Divio ioa  AM&alttntor 


UNITED  STATU  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
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PAI I  «».  tlUIMlTC 

October  8.  1981 


Colonl  (start  C.  Lss 
Csnsslsr  I  District  EsfiMtr 
(m  Or  Isms  District 
ll.$.  tfta  Corps  of  Eafinssrs 
P.0.  8#x  VUS) 

Sou  Orlssss,  Louisiana  70160 
OMr  Colossi  Us: 


Ms  tass  consisted  ssr  revise  of  tta  Draft  EnvIroMsntal  Ispact  Ststaaant 
(EIS) .  Nais  (start,  asd  Appendices  for  tta  cMttructlM  of  props  tad 
flood  control  taprovanMts  for  tta  exlstlnp  Anpol a  Stata  PMltontlary 
Isom.  Ssst  Fsllclaaa  Parish,  UsislaM.  Tta  proposed  plan  of  action 
consists  of  rolltop  and  sti anpttanlnp  tta  Min  11m  Isom  fm  6 3.0  fMt 

to  71.5  fMt  (stlonal  taodotlc  Hart  I  cal  DatM  (MHO)  to  establish  flood  (°  >“pn“  ro,uirvd. 

protsctlM  for  tta  Standard  Project  Flood.  Tta  prssMt  Isom  lystau  Is 
substandard  and  dsflclont  In  bstk  prods  and  cross  suction. 


tfa  classify  your  Draft  CIS  as  L0-1.  Specifically,  os  ban  no  objsctlns 
to  tta  priinol  yrajsct  pin  as  It  rslatss  to  tta  Eavlroaamtal  ProtsctlM 
(fancy's  (EP()  lsptslatln  MU  Sotos  ■  Tta  CIS  con  to  load  safflclMt 
InforsatlM  to  svalnata  sdspnatsly  tta  pstsfbls  anslroanantal  tspsets 
able*  could  result  fm  project  IsplanontatlM.  Oar  clasilflcatlM  srl T 1 
ta  poblfstad  is  tta  Federal  (Mister  In  accordance  ultb  ear  respMsI. 
bllttles  ta  Infsna  tta  public  or  our  views  on  proposed  Fadaral  actions 
under  lectin  SDP  of  tta  Clean  Mr  Set. 


Definitions  of  tta  cetaperles  are  provided  on  tta  enclosure.  Our 
p rondure  Is  to  estops Has  tta  CIS  on  both  tta  envIreauMtal  conse- 
putacst  of  tta  piepaaH  actlM  and  on  tta  adapuscy  of  tta  CIS  at  tta 
draft  steps,  ubsnsuir  possible. 

No  appreciated  tta  opportunity  to  ravlM  tta  Draft  CIS.  Please  sand  ear 
office  fin  (S)  copies  of  tta  Final  CIS  at  tta  son  tin  It  Is  sMt  to 
tta  Office  or  Fedora!  activities.  tl.S.  Cnvlreanntal  ProtsctlM  Aponcy, 
NesblnptM,  D.C. 


Sincerely  years. 


Cncleaure 


& 


c 


to  -  net  Of  Objgctlont 

EPA  Has  no  objection*  to  the  proposed  action  as  da  sc  rl  bod  in  tha  draft 
Inpact  itatwnt;  or  mwasts  only  nlnor  In  tha  proposed  action. 

t»  -  tnvlronwntal  tosorvetlons 

EM  IMS  rmeervetlOM  concerning  the  environmental  tfftets  of  csrtsln 
itfvctl  of  tko  proposed  actio*.  EM  believes  that  further  study  of 
suipsstsd  alternatives  or  *o41f1cat1ans  Is  required  and  has  Sited  the 
originating  Federal  agency  to  r* -assess  these  aspects. 

B)  -  tnvironoontslly  ^satisfactory 

EM  believes  that  the  proposed  actio*  Is  unsatisfactory  because  of  Its 
potastlally  Haroful  affect  o*  the  envli  oiaaewt.  Furthemore.  the  Agency 
Mil****  that  the  potential  safeguards  ahlch  right  he  utilised  nay  not 
aduguutdly  protact  tha  ewvli  onouut  fro*  haiards  arising  fro*  this  action. 
Ihn  Agency  racuaronili  that  altarnatlvns  to  the  action  be  analynd  further 
( Including  thd  possibility  of  no  action  at  all). 


ABEPUAq  OF  THE  WCT  ETATBWT 

Catooorv  1  -  Adaeva ta 

Hm  draft  lassect  stataoant  adequately  sets  forth  the  anvlronrantal  lap  act 
OF  tko  proposed  project  or  action  as  Mil  at  altarnatloos  reasonably 
available  to  the  project  or  action. 

Stimxl  -  JmtEsia&JtiaasUx. 

EM  bo 1  level  the  draft  tapact  stataoant  does  not  contain  sufficient 
lafbrmetlo*  to  assess  fblly  the  onvlronmtel  Inpact  df  the  proposed 
project  or  action.  Nsutvor,  fro*  the  Information  submitted,  the 
Agency  Is  abl*  to  nskn  t  preliminary  determination  of  the  Inpact 
an  lb*  Mvlronoant.  EFA  has  requested  that  tha  originator  provide 
the  Information  that  ms  not  Included  in  the  drift  statsosnt. 

tawnrl  -  Jnrtwatt 

EFA  bolltves  that  the  draft  Ispect  statasont  does  not  adequately 
assess  the  environmental  Inpact  of  the  proposed  project  or  action, 
or  that  the  statement  Inadoquatoly  analytes  rstsonahly  ivallible 
alternatives.  The  Agency  has  mounted  mom  Information  and  analysis 
concerning  the  potential  snvli  omental  hazards  and  has  asked  that 
•Mstantlal  revision  bo  ortt  to  the  lopoct  statement.  If  a  draft 
statamant  Is  assigned  a  Category  J,  no  rating  will  bo  oada  of  tho 
project  or  action,  sloe*  a  bull  does  not  generally  azlst  on  vhlch 
to  make  a  determination. 


ffTATl  or  LO IMUMA 

ocnwiMCNT  or  cultimw.  MCMATKM  AMO  TOO*  MM 
OFFICE  OF  PROGRAM  DEVELOPMENT 


M.  *OX 


October  13,  lMl 
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Colossi  ktort  C.  Lm 

OuMHter  mA  District  fcitowr 

Pepartatot  or  the  Any 

Im  Orleans  District,  Oorpe  of  kiflnanrf 

P.  0.  Box  60267 

Hew  Or  1mm  ,  U  70160 

in d-m 

it:  Draft  tavlrna— lal  I^aot  Statamnt 
Lowlalaas  State  Penitentiary  Urn 
ffMt  hlieliM  Pariah 


tear  Colonel  tea: 

Hr  staff  has  rnlwal  tea  abovw- referenced  doonaent  at  your  request, 
and  wa  ara  pleased  to  aote  tea  OQEltaaBt  to  todsrtake  to  intwi n 
cultural  raaoeroee  aairay  of  tea  proposed  lspect  aaae  Ourtaa  advnaoed 
faaalhlllty  stadias.  tfa  will  ba  htoP7  to  ravlaw  tela  nport  whan  It 

h»"n— a  aval  lab  la. 


If  wa  any  ba  of  fttrtear  assistance,  do  sot  baaltate  to  contact 
W  staff  la  tea  Division  of  Arohaeolocy  tod  Historic  Preservation. 


Hobart  B.  Dai)  Ileus 

State  Historic  Preaarvatlon  Officer 


So  rwapoeee  required. 
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OfFICC  Of  PUM.IC  WOflKS 

9  0  BOX  441  |tt  CAFTTCX.  STATION 

•ATOM  AOUOl  L>  70*04 


I.  F.  “A**"  teweis 


*»«A4r  IS.  1991 


/o 


Co  I  on*  I  Robert  C.  Lm 
C—ndsr  and  District  Engineer 
U.  $.  Aney,  Corps  of  Engineers 
p.  o.  Box  60267 
Mew  Or  I  mas,  Louisiana  70160 

Dear  Colonel  Lee: 

This  of  flea  Is  In  receipt  of  your  letter  of  Septe^er  8,  1)81  transaii  ttlng 
a  copy  of  the  Oreft  Ewvl  ron—ntal  Statement.  Mein  Report  and  Appendices,  for 
the  construction  of  the  flood  control  project,  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary 
Levee,  Mississippi  River,  and  requesting  that  we  review  the  subject  documents 
and  furnish  you  our  lm—  iitt. 

The  Office  of  Public  Wbrfcs  staff  has  reviewed  the  subject  documents  and  we 
offer  no  objections  to  the  Tenatively  Selected  Plan. 

The  resolution  of  the  Comm  It tee  on  Public  Works  of  the  United  States  Senate, 
adopted  on  Sep tanker  5,  1973,  requested  the  Department  of  the  A  nay  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  advisability  of  Incorporating  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  Lave* 
into  the  Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  Project.  Since  the  report  concludes 
that  both  Plans  A  and  A-l  are  Imp tenant able  and  acceptable,  we  assuan  that  the 
recommendation  of  the  final  report  will  be  that  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary 
Levee  be  incorporated  into  the  Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  Project.  Cost 

I  sharing,  then,  should  be  the  tame  for  this  segannt  of  levee  as  for  any  other 
sogaatnt  of  mainline  levee  on  the  MR  i  T  Project.  Local  interests'  share  of  the 
costs  should  not  include  any  pert  of  the  construction  cost.  This  has  been  the 
traditional  cost  sharing  policy. 

Ms  sincerely  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  your  report  and  express  our 


Response  10. I — US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  policy  require*  that  vs 
recommend  cost-sharing  In  accordance  with  the  Preeldeoc'*  cost -she ring 
policy  announced  6  June  W  78.  this  policy  requires  s  5  percent  financing 
contribution  f ron  the  ataca  and  a  20  percent  financing  from  the  local 
apooeor.  Required  lands  usy  be  donated  for  credit.  Tour  object  Iona  to 
thla  policy  will  be  forwarded  with  the  final  report  to  higher  authority. 


Yours  truly, 

(uaU  f 

Arthur  A.  Thais 
Chief  Engineer 


ART : Ct : Jet 


u 


Jui(  J.  Guidry 


Colonal  lobar c  C.  Lm 
Hot  OrlaoM  District 
Corps  of  lBcliM«ra 
P.O.  Bos  (0267 
Hot  Or  1mm.  La.  70160 

IK:  LMHFD-M  La.  Stata  Penitentiary 
Larae,  Miaalaalppl  llm 

Daar  Bir: 

Ha  hare  rorlesed  tha  shore  referenced  draft  document  aod  concur  is 
tha  aasessoent  and  raco—aodatlon  to  lap! —ant  Alternatire  A-l. 

Ha  appraclata  tha  opportunity  afforded  us  to  uorfc  with  your  staff 
oa  this  project  aod  to  r arias  tba  draft  document. 


Sac ratary 


Ha  raapoosa  repaired 


JJGtNBH:clf 


Colo— 1  Robert  C.  Lm,  District  Rngln—r 
Depart— nt  of  the  Inf,  Corpt.  of  b|lnMr* 

New  Orl—  District 
Postoffice  Rem  40267 
Nov  Or  lea— .  Lovlsls—  70160 

UP:  FIS,  Louisiana  Ststs  Penitentiary 
Levee — Draft,  August  1901 

LWPO-U  No  response  required. 

Dear  Colo— 1  Lee: 

The  referenced  US  her  been  reviewed  sad  the  proposed  flood  control 
project  ehoeld  have  no  adverse  effect  on  the  ores 'a  ground  water  resources. 

Although  the  borrow  pits  mmy  cut  into  the  shallow  part  of  the  Mississippi 
slluvlal  aquifer,  the  interchange  of  —ter  Into  aad  fttm  the  river  should 
ha—  —  adverse  effect  on  —ter  quality  fron  existing  —lie  In  the  slluvlal 
aquifer.  Records  Indicate  that  all  —lie  la  this  equlfer  a—  on  the  —at 
side  of  the  ri— r,  thus  the  long  trs— 1  ti—  will  —dues  the  possibility 
of  —ter  quality  eh— gas .  During  low  flow.  It  la  possible  that  the  dis¬ 
charge  toward  and  into  the  ri— r  — y  be  increaaad.  This  will  cause  so— 
additional  low ring  of  — tsr  Is— Is,  but  only  in  the  la— diets  vicinity 
of  the  excave tioo. 

TV—,  —  hs—  no  objections  to  the  contents  of  the  CIS  and  to  the 
planned  activities. 


Very  truly  yours. 


AVT/ebo 
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Wildlife  Management  Institute 

Hmimmom  A«*.,N.w.,w»tii^mii,p.c  mas  •  m  /  vbaih 


/3 


toiHMwX'a 

se&r*1* 


October  10,  lttl 


Cola— 1  Mil  ft  c.  Lm 
0.1.  ina  Carps  of 
f.0.  Ms  40*47 

9m  OrlMl,  Lewi elans  70160 


OMT  Oeloeol  Uft 


Ike  MMUfe  MM|Mt  lest it wee  he*  tee lamed  the  Draft  Mela  import  ui 
Metre— fl  Tepent  Iter— i  for  the  LeeteUe*  State  pwltentlery  Levee. 
Nlaeleeifpi  Steer.  90  are  mat  favorably  lapcsseed  with  the  attest  lea  mod 
eirileettoa  gives  flab  mi  wildlife  raocurues  ta  thie  Mb— t.  particularly 
ta  nIatlM*tf  to  the  pcmjaet  pmp ore.  l.e.  prevision  of  flood  protection  to 
a  highly  levalgpai  area  with  rather  art t teal  need  far  each  pretest lea. 


The  Xaetltete  eecee  that  the  taetatteely  select ei  plan,  A- 1,  Is  also  ieelg- 
aate<  the  least  eiiH—lly  !■■«!■»  of  the  aetlee  altanetlvms.  fee*  HI- 2 
states**.  ..the  ataer  taereaaee  la  seat  associate!  with  plea  1*1  ws«U  be  aaall 
shea  aaapdrei  to  the  eivaesa  eeiUiieewel  *  | — *-  that  mould  a eee^aay  Plaa  A." 
Ml*  4.4  sa  page  ns- 15  laitoates  that  the  prlaary  tire— tal  alwew|»  of 
plaa  4-1  is  l^aerlag  74  acres  less  ef  bottealaei  Isrhmls  mi  9  seres  lees  of 
wot  taels.  This  Is  aaMsplthel  at  aa  lacrosse  ta  project  seat  ef  $594,000  or 
sheet  21  taeesaeo  ta  pcojeet  asst  mat  neemi  lag  the  vales  of  art  sc  tag  right- of- mmy 
.  m  .  |  Oho  flferes  far  traditional  feferal  ooet- sharing  appear  to  be  ♦  $20,000  la  error 
/O.  /  lea  pp.50,  41.  aaf  no-U). 


/3.Z 


41th  sMO  the  test  1  to  tv  apple  sic  aosh  eeasUaratiaa  ef  (th  aai  wildlife 
reaeereas  aai  la  Is  sirs  as  ef  seeh  Osips  act  lea  aa  ether  prsjeots,  we  pesstloe 
tf  the  pup  seal  aat  tea  to  the  east  asst  effective  aai  the  relative  public  beaoflts 
el  ess  little  public  ese  is  aaie  ef  the  area.  4s  aa  alteraatlve,  the  levitate 

- ttmt  ^  cerpe  cake  the  $594,000  ebloh  It  has  scat  si  la  a  "idaor 

leer  ease  la  ssstN  aai  petehase  a  larger  acreage  of  bettealaai  harlssels  la 
aataaat  danger  ef  elaarlag  for  agrleeltare  as  aitlgstlee.  tosh  1 aai  sh«ili  be 
aijaaaat  to  aao  of  the  Misties  Loaf  si  sea  upsmsi  of  Vlldllfe  aai  Fisheries 
| Vl lilt fe  Msaageeaet  Areas  sal  twraai  ever  to  that  agaaey  for  sssaiassr. 


t  yea  Bsr  aUsalag  os  to  revise  this  1 


leepoosc  13. 1— ' These  corrections  have  been  eede. 

Response  13.2— The  least  environmentally  demeg teg  plea  mi  formulated  in 
accord  a ace  with  Sect  lev  14-2  of  the  Direct  of  Water  Resources  Policies 
and  Authorities  (VP  lUW-l,  27  Mar  4l>  ditch  reads  a«  follow: 

14-2.  Ml 1 1ft Ion.  Oseagea  to  flab  end  wildlife  reeourcee 
will  be  prevented  to  the  evtent  practicable  through  good 
planning  ead  design.  Mvesures  to  offset  une voidable  deeegev  to 
flah  end  wildlife  will  be  Included  la  projects  when  the  cost  of 
oeeaures  for  this  purpose  are  justified  by  the  eonetery  or 
non  aseatary  effect*  attributable  thereto.  Such  oeeaures  ere 
iR-blad  whenever  possible  and  ere  provided  adjacent  to  or  aa 
osar  as  practicable  to  the  tree  where  the  daeagea  occur. 

Plan  41  wee  formal*  ted  to  prevent  denagee  to  wildlife  reeourcee  through 
good  planning.  Mitigation  le  designed  to  offset  unavoidable  denagee. 
The  destruction  of  the  74  scree  of  bottomland  hardwoods  la  not 
unavoidable .  We  believe  it  la  better  to  avoid  damaging  the  74  acres  of 
bottomland  hardwoods  than  to  allow  these  scree  to  be  destroyed  and 
purchase  and  preserve  lends  elsewhere  which  way  or  eey  not  be  destroyed 
in  the  future.  The  recommended  plan  will  definitely  reeult  In  the 
preservation  of  74  acres  of  hardwoods,  while  the  Institute's  plan  will 
reeult  in  e  net  lose  of  74  acres.  because  the  Corps  will  have  direct 
responsibility  for  the  lepleeeetat ton  of  plaa  41,  we  can  insure  that 
bottomland  hardwoods  ere  preserved. 

If  the  Corps  were  to  mitigate,  Che  ettlga tioo  would  have  to  be  lo-klnd. 
The  74  ceres  of  bottomland  hardwoods  destroyed  would  be  alt  If  ted  by  the 
purchase  of  the  sees  o usher  of  scree.  The  difference  In  coete  between 
pleas  A  end  41  esaoot  be  used  as  just  If  leetloa  for  buying  additional 
acreage.  These  costa  ere  only  eat lasted  coete:  chey  will  not  be 
finalised  until  the  construction  contract  Is  awarded. 


DfOKATW  TO  W9DUH  SiNCt  mi 
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APPENDIX  G 


DIVISION  OF  PLAN  RESPONSIBILITIES 


The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  present  the  division  of  plan 
responsibilities  between  Federal  and  non-Federal  interests  in  connection 
with  the  development  of  the  proposed  project  and  documentation  of  the 
intent  of  non-Federal  Interests  to  fulfill  their  responsibilities. 


FEDERAL  RESPONSIBILITIES 

Upon  congressional  authorization  and  funding,  the  United  States  will 
prepare  detailed  designs  and  plans.  Upon  receipt  of  assurances  from  non- 
Federal  interests  that  they  will  fulfill  their  responsibilities  for  the 
project,  the  United  States  will  construct  the  levees,  borrow  pits,  and 
drainage  structures  to  project  specifications. 

NON-FEDERAL  RESPONSIBILITIES 


Prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  construction  of  the  recommended 
project,  non-Federal  interests  will  agree  to  comply  with  the  following 
requirements  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1928: 

a.  Maintain  all  flood  control  works  after  the  completion,  except 
controlling  and  regulating  spillway  structures,  including  special  relief 
levees;  maintenance  normally  includes  such  matters  as  cutting  grass, 
removal  of  weeds,  local  drainage,  and  minor  repairs  of  main  river  levees. 

b.  Agree  to  accept  land  turned  over  to  them  under  provision  of 
Section  4. 


0-1 


c.  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all  rights-of-way  for 
levee  foundations  and  levees* 

LETTER  OF  INTENT 

A  letter  of  intent  from  local  sponsors  was  requested  by  the  New 
Orleans  District  in  a  letter  dated  23  December  1981*  The  Louisiana 
Department  of  Corrections,  by  letter  dated  28  December  1981,  agreed  to 
comply  wit.h  the  above  requirements  if  a  Federal  project  is  antborlsed. 
These  documents  are  presented  on  the  following  pages* 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

NEW  ORLEANS  DISTRICT.  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
p.  o.  sox  «oa»7 

NIW  ORIKANI.  LOUISIANA  701*0 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 

LMNPD-F  23  December  1981 


Mr.  Archie  D.  Parker 
Department  of  Corrections 
P.O.  Box  44304 
Baton  Rouge,  LA  70804 


Dear  Mr.  Parker: 

This  Is  In  reference  to  your  telephone  conversation  with  Ms.  Lynn  Devaul 
of  this  office  on  16  December  1981  concerning  the  letter  of  Intent  for 
the  Angola  levee  study.  As  she  told  you,  the  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Is  In  the  process  of  revising  its  cost-sharing  policies.  This  has 
necessitated  some  revisions  to  the  Items  of  local  cooperation  specified 
in  the  letter  of  intent.  The  letter  of  Intent  should  indicate  your 
acceptance  and  support  for  the  Louisiana  State  Penitentiary  project  and 
your  willingness  to  financially  participate  to  some  level  at  least 
consistent  with  traditional  requirements  and  general  laws  and  policies. 

The  traditional  requirements  for  local  cooperation  are  specified  in 
Section  3  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  15  May  1928  and  are  as  follows: 

a.  Maintain  all  flood  control  works  after  their  completion,  except 
controlling  and  regulating  spillway  structures ,  Including  special  relief 
levees;  maintenance  includes  normally  such  matters  as  cutting  grass, 
removal  of  weeds,  local  drainage,  and  minor  repairs  of  main  river 
levees; 

b.  Agree  to  accept  land  turned  over  to  them  under  provision  of 
Section  4;  and 

c.  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all  rights-of-way  for 
levee  foundations  snd  :  vses . 

A  copy  of  Sections  1  through  4  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1928  is 
inclosed  for  your  lnformstion. 


LMNPD-F 

Mr.  Archie  D.  Parker 


23  December  1981 


We  would  like  to  receive  the  revised  letter  of  intent  as  soon  as 
possible  so  that  we  may  submit  the  final  report.  If  you  have  any 
questions,  please  call  Ms.  Lynn  Devaul  at  838-2506. 

Sincerely, 


1  Incl  R.  H.  SCHROEDER,  JR. 

As  stated  Acting  Chief,  Planning  Division 
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DAVID  C.  TREEN 
GOVERNOR 


LOUISIANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTIONS 
OFFICE  OF  ADULT  SERVICES 
P.0.  BOX  44304  CAPITOL  STATION 
BATON  ROUGE,  LOUISIANA  70804 

December  28,  1981 


JOHN  T.  KING 
SECRETARY  OF 
CORRECTIONS 


A.D.  PARKER 
ASST.  SECRETARY 
TELEPHONE  342-6646 


Mr.  R.  H.  Schroeder,  Jr. 

Acting  Chief,  Planning  Division 

Department  of  the  Army 

New  Orleans  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.  0.  Box  60267 

New  Orleans,  Louisiana  70160 

Dear  Mr.  Schroeder: 

This  letter  of  intent  is  to  indicate  the  acceptance  and  support 
by  the  Louisiana  Department  of  Corrections  for  the  Louisiana  State 
Penitentiary  Project.  The  Louisiana  Department  of  Corrections  also 
hereby  indicates  its  willingness  to  financially  participate,  subject 
to  the  approval  of  the  Louisiana  Legislature,  at  a  level  consistent 
with  the  traditional  requirements  and  general  laws  and  policies. 

As  indicated  in  your  letter  of  December  23,  1981,  it  is  our 
understanding  that  the  traditional  requirements  for  local  cooperation 
as  specified  in  Section  3  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  15  May  1928  are 
as  follows: 

a.  Maintain  all  flood  control  works  after  their  completion,  except 
controlling  and  regulating  spillway  structures,  including  special  relief 
levees;  maintenance  Includes  normally  such  matters  as  cutting  grass, 
removal  of  weeds,  local  drainage,  and  minor  repairs  of  main  river 
levees; 

b.  Agree  to  accept  land  turned  over  to  them  under  provision  of 
Section  4;  and 

c.  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all  rights-of-ways 
for  levee  foundations  and  levees. 
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Your  enclosure  of  Section  1  through  4  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1.938  Is  appreciated.  Please  telephone  me  at  (504)  342-6647  should 
you  require  anything  additional. 

_  Sincerely, 

A.  D.  Parker 

Assistant  Secretary/Adults 

ADP:bm 

cc  Mr.  John  T.  King 

Secretary  of  Corrections 

Mr.  Mike  Martin 
Undersecretary 

Ross  Maggio,  Warden 
La.  State  Penitentiary 


Ms.  Martha  Morgan 
Attorney  for  Corrections 


